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This study is intended to be read in its entirety. The

results of the study devel op optinmum significance and neaning
when perceived within the emergent process of the research.

The first chapter introduces the study in terns of its purposes
and procedures. The next chapter surveys the general literatur
pertinent to notivation in industry organized according to

the research plan of this study. The next chapter reports

in depth the results fromthe current study, including
conposite data for the total industry, as well as a brief
conmparison of ten separate |ocal shipyards.

Al t hough executives involved in the decision-naking
process in the industry would be well advised to read the
entire study, many executives would find such reading to be
a luxury prohibited by other critical tine conmtnents.
Therefore, the primary results of the study have been
sunmari zed in terms of pertinent conclusions and reconmendation
for the inrediate utilization by the interested but busy
executive.

Executive Sunmary
One of the nost significant notivating factors for workers
Is to believe that the conpany management is interested in the
i ndi vi dual worker and his problems and is willing to attenpt
to do sonething about them Although a linited understanding
of workers needs may be obtained fromthe research Literature

on worker notivation, since workers are unique, the only way

to really understand the workers needs in a particular



industry or particular conpany is to directly ask the
individual local workers. Further, even the process of
attenpting to determne the worker’'s needs and problens is
motivating, since it tends to help the worker to feel that
the conpany cares enough to ask him Those responsible for
initiating this study, then, have taken a significant first
step in inmproving notivation.

Since notivation in industry is a conplex phenomenon, for
the purpose of this study notivation has been analyzed in terne
of relationships to sone of its various segments beginning wtt
job satisfaction, the core factor around which all the other
“di mensions of the notivational process would evolve. The.
factors, in addition to job "satisfaction include job commt-
ment and norale, job inportance, working conditions and
benefits, workers perceptions of co-workers, pronotion, and
supervi sor-worker relationships.

The bo dy of the report is organized around the afore-
mentioned categories and the results are reported accordingly.
For the purposes of this summary, however, an attenpt is made
to utilize the direct data fromthis study interrelated with
other research data to present some conclusions and recom
mendations which are ained toward developing a nore effective
motivational system at the local shipyard level. 1ha s
conclusions relate mainly to the quantitative data and are
presented, not in terns of priority inportance, but in

sequential order.
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1. Nearly 1,300 enployees, representing all segments of

personnel at ten shipyards, were utilized for this study.
Fromthis total sanple, only a small percentage of workers
chose shipbuilding b ecause of a love of the sea, or famly
tradition, or patriotic reasons, put nost worker: took a job
at a shipyard primarily because a job was available. p. ¢
tends to be no nore romantic worker identification with
obtaining a job in a shipyard than in conparable industries.

2 .Wile recognizing the validity of the aphove finding
there is another finding which relates,to work pride regarding
both product “and process. Nearly all shipyard yorkers deem
both shipbuilding as an industry and their own job in the
process of shipbuilding to be essential for the nationa
def ense, econony and commerce of this country. This product
I dentification has not been sufficiently enphasized at nost
shipyards. Enployee pride related to product is, if effectivel
utilized, an inherent notivator.

3 . Current literature tends to indicate that the
industrial worker in Anerica is unhappy with his job. o
interviewers for this study expended nost of their interview
time in listening to worker conplaints and-negative comments
related to both job and company. \Wen a final eval uation
needed to be made, however, nost workers tended to rate their
overall job satisfaction high and, at least at Anerica's
shipyards, had a high level of job identification.

4. \Worker notivation tends to increase when jobs are

designed to provide the worker with what he perceives to be



neani ngful work. When his job allows the worker to feel
personal |y responsible for a meaningful portion of his work,
and provides results which are perceived as worthwhile to

the individual worker, notivation increases. Further, the
job must nmatch the capabilities and skills of the enployee.

If ajob is too frustrating or difficult, or too sinple and
boring, notivation decreases. T o effectively match the

empl oyee to his job requires continual evaluation of each job
and the enployee qualities necessary to fulfill it.

5 . Athough nost shipyard workers believe their job in
an essential. industry to be highly inportant, many believe
that their conpany’ s managenent has n o interest in them as
persons, is unaware of what they do, and is oriented to
machi nes rather than persons.

6. Most hourly production workers believe that they do
not influence the conpany in any inportant ways. The fewer
than twenty percent of the workers who believe their influence
I's inportant perceive that influence to cone primarily in
the way they performtheir own job. The majority of workers
who believe that they cannot influence the conpany in
inportant ways cited that it was futile to try, that the
conpany didn't care or was too big or set in its ways, or
that their low position or lack of know edge prohibited their
I nfluence.

7. The mpst conmpn spontaneous conplaint anpng production

wor kers which is related to working conditions concer ned
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I nadequat e schedul ing, planning, coordinating and conmunication

between crafts, shifts and various working groups in the ship-
yard. The second greatest number of conplaints related to
i nadequat e machi nes, equipment and materials. The third nost
comon conpl ai nt concerned sone aspect of the physical working
envi ronment .

8. Safety was the physical factor nmost frequently
di scussed by the workers and, although all were concerned yjth
safety, about as many believed the conpany to be safety
conscious and working on inproving safety conditions as believe
the yard to be negligent related to safety. safety was con-
sidered a greater_problem to hourly production workers than
any other enployee group.

9. The workers perceptions of the adequacy of their

wages produced a mixed result. Some workers believed the pay

to be superior to that in sone conparable industries; others
believe their pay to be low and not conparable to other
conpani es or construction workers. \Wages tended to be |ess
a problem however, to nost workers than problenms already
cited.

10. \WAges becone increasingly notivating when workers

perceive that their pay is directly related to their performanc
Otentimes pay is related to non-performance factors such as
job level or seniority and, therefore, conparatively |ess
motivating. Consequently, some conpanies have elected to use
some incentive systemto tie nore closely production to wages.

Normal |y nost incentive systens indicate greater success by
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relating to an individual, rather than group, performance.
The experience of at |east one shipyard suggests sone evidence
to the contrary. Althoug h the incentive pay tied to the
i ndividual’s work performance has been nornally npbst notivating
more experimentation needs to be done with group incentives
prograns in order to determ ne whether the group incentive,
when effectively organi zed, may prove additionally notivating
due to group identification or group pressures not present in
I ndi vidual incentive plans.

11. If effectively done, neasuring a workers performance
can be highly nmotivating. This neans that an effective job
measur ement system including specific criteria for evaluation
nmust be available in addition to a feedback system which
provides the worker with imediate know edge of results and
recognition for superior perfornmance:

12. One of the nost inportant notivational factors is
the relationship of the worker to his inmmediate supervisor
Al though it is inpossible to define all of the characteristics
of the “perfect” supervisor, effective |eadership does include
the leader’s sensitivity to those factors which influence the
personal and interpersonal work behavior of group nenbers,
the ability to analyze those factors inpairing personal or
group effectiveness, and the enpathy and consideration necessar)
to individual needs which allow the group to keep noving.

13.  The current study indicates that the enployees’
relationship to his inmediate supervisor is a key one, and
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for a significant mgjority, a positive one. Anong the positive

factors nost frequently mentioned about the workers' inmediate
supervi sor include the following: his technical conpet ence,
fair treatnent, good human relationships, helpful, and freedom
to do the job. The negative coments related to the workers

I mmedi ate supervisor were fewer and |ess consistent but

i nCl Uded the f0| | OW ng: Overcri t| Ca| ’ ShOV\B faVOI’i t| sm
I nadequat e | eader, poor communicator, technically inconpetent

For nost enployees, the relationship with the i mediate
supervisor tends to be better than the workers’ opinion of

and rel ationship w th higher managenent.

14.  Feedback at all levels is essential. An enpl oyee
will tend to inprove his performance if he has continuing

feedback related. to his progress. i g i nmportant for the
supervisor at the upper levels of management to give consistent
feedback related to performance just as it is the supervisor
of the hourly worker. Feedback, both positive and negati ve,
needs to be clearly understood by both supervisor and worKker,
and presented. in a manner which notivates constructive short
and | ong-range changes.

15.  Some workers are nore notivated when the supervisor
gives them 4 considerable anmount of his time while other

workers work best with a mninum of supervisor surveillance.

For exanple, the younger workers tend to need and request
more attention and direction fromtheir supervisors than do

the ol der, nore experienced workers. . fact., sometines the
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ol der workers consider the supervisory attention nmore of an
interference than a help. However, sone workers no nmatter
their age and experience, need considerable feedback, so that
the useful generalization related to age still nust be
I ndi vidually applied.

16. Positive reinforcement (commending good performance)
Is generally considered a superior notivator to negative
reinforcenment (reproof for poor perfornance) . Generally the
shipyard industry, at all levels of the organization, enphasize
negative rather than positive reinforcement. Sone conpanies in
i ndustries other than shipbuilding who have attenpted a change
from censure to commendation report inmediate and, occasionally,
m racul ous positive results.

17. Although positive reinforcement is generally a
superior notivator to negative reinforcenent, sone enployees,
normal [y the nost conpetent ones, nmay be notivated by reproof
rather than comnmendation, or are self-notivated and need little
external notivation. The principle of reinforcement, |ike
every notivation technique, must be applied appropriately
to the unique needs of the individual worker. Cenerally
positive reinforcement is the superior notivator but, to be
optinmal |y effective,” the supervisor nust understand his
workers well enough to discern which notivational techniques
work best for each worker.

18.  Sone enpl oyees are sufficiently notivated by internal

satisfactions which cones from the enployee’'s own realization
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that he has done an effective or superior job. Mst workers,

however, in addition to internal satisfaction, also need

external recognition. Merit salary increases, pronotions
and increased responsibility and recognition are conmon and

effective ways to acknow edge deservi ng perfornmmte. Si nce
such recognition is not always possible, these means may need
to be. supplemented by a recognition system which provides
other kinds of rewards or awards to individuals or groups for
exceptional perfornmance.

19. Enployees at all levels of the shipyard tend to have
a high regard for their co-workers, including both technical
conpetence and positive interpersonal relationships. Thi s
finding was one of the nobst consistent and significant results
from the study.

20.  Only about one-half of the hourly production workers,
however, believe that the majority of their co-workers worked
sufficiently hard to do the job although, generally, t he
closer the proximty of the worker, the harder he was perceived
to work. That is, nost workers indicate that they work harder
than their immediate peers, who work harder than workers in
other related departnents, who work harder than workers in
most departnents nore distant fromthe workers station

21.  In conparing production managers to hourly production

workers, the conclusions are as follows: production managers
have higher job satisfaction, enjoy their jobs nore, identify

more with the conpany; have higher norale; perceive that they



have a greater influence at the conpany; believ e that their
probl ems and recommendations get greater action; are nore
satisfied with wages and benefits wth the exception of |onger
unpai d working hours; believe safety conditions to be better
and have a greater desire to be pronoted, have a higher
expectation of being pronoted, and think nmore highly of the
pronotion process.

22. Much experinentation has occurred with participative
management or participative decision-naking as a notivationa
concept. Most studies, both within and w thout the ship-
building industry, indicate that participative decision-
making normally results in increased notivation and productivity
of those involved. Wen the worker participates in naking
decisions which effect him he is nore likely to be notivated
to make those decisions succeed. The success is greater when
t he enpl oyees possess high conpetence and high needs for
I ndependence and are menbers of a group that favor partici-
pation. The quality of the group decisions are enhanced
when the enpl oyees have sufficient relative information and
time for discussion”, and when enployee self-interests do not
conflict wwth the group interests.

23. FEffective communication within a conpany demands
constant vigilance. Every shipyard represented in this study
suffered from communication problens, some severe. [t may
be inpossible to elimnate all problems of communication within
an organi zation but nuch can be done to inprove communication

First, there nust be a genuine desire to conmunicate at the
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various levels of the organization. Second, communication

must be recognized as multi-dimensional with attention given
to horizontal as well as two-way vertical comunication. This
means that effective comunication channels need to be found
to transmt information from nanagenment to enpl oyees and, an
area frequently ignored, from the enpl oyees to managenent.
Formal neans of conmunication, such as conpany newspapers,
closed-circuit television, enployee suggestion systens, attitude
measurenment prograns and the like, need to be supplenented by
more human contacts of managenment and workers. This is
difficult in large organizations, but some conpanies-find that
when top, managenent gets out of the confines of their admn.-
istrators offices and has direct personal contact with the
workers through plant tours, informal talks, etc. that both
conmuni cati on and notivation inprove.
24, Contrary to certain research hypotheses held prior

to this study which presupposed a |ess than heal thy shipbuilding
i ndustry, the results of this study are encouraging in that
many more strengths than weaknesses are apparent at nost
shipyards. This does not nean that serious notivationa
problems do not exist. It does mean that for nost yards

the strengths portend both the ability and the notivation to
recogni ze weaknesses and attenpt to. alleviate them An attenpt
has been made in this report to crystallize inter-conmpany

and intra-conmpany conparisons according to the factors

utilized in this study. Hopefully these data nmay be used
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as the foundation to éevelop programs at the local yards

aimed at perfe¢ting the motivational processes.
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Preface

(bj ective research in the area of enployee notivation
has contributed significantly to our know edge of hunman
behavi or in business and industry. Many conpani es have
discovered a nmore efficient utilization of their work forces
t hrough a deeper understanding of worker notivation provided
by research. Al though sonme of the motivational research may
be applicable to industry in general, mniml research has
been conducted concerning enployee notivation directly
within the shipbuilding industry. The research reported in
this study is one attenpt to determ ne notivation techniques
existent in the shipbuilding industry and to recommend
alternative procedures which nay offer potential for increased
wor ker job satisfaction and productivity.

The author is indebted to numerous individuals and groups
who hel ped in the devel opnent of this study. . \ishes
particularly to acknow edge the contributions of the Maritinme
Adm ni stration, who financially supported this research, and
Jack Garvey of the Maritime Adm nistration who made hel pful
suggestions along the way; to Newport News Shipbuilding Co.,
and especially Al Wnall, who nore than any other person
supported this project, and Jack Diesel, President, and Tom
Savas, Senior Vice President of Newport News, who used their
executive offices for encouragement and support; to the sp-5
panel of the Ship Production Commttee of The Society of
Naval Architects and Marine Engineers, under the direction



of Rick Thorpe, who generously contributed their tine and
wi sdomin crystallizing the problemand guiding its

devel opment; to all our clinical interviewers, especially
Mary Ann Westerhouse who visited every shipyard, and

Dr. Harold R chardson and Dr. Lowell Walter, who visited
most; to Dr. Robert Carke, who helped with the statistica
anal ysis of the data and devel oped the program for conputer
analysis; to Don Berti and Marion Wide whose careful
criticisms and timely suggestions have hel ped inmeasurably
in the preparation of the material; to El eanor Miench,

for her careful accountability of the projects records and
especially for her hel pful encouragement throughout the
study; and to we many unnanmed participants both at the
university and the local shipyards, from hourly workers

to graduate students to conpany presidents wthout whose
hel p and cooperation the process and product of this

research would not have been possi bl e.



CHAPTER |
| NTRODUCTI ON' AND RESEARCH PROCEDURE

A consi derabl e body of data tend to indicate that the
industrial worker in contenporary America is unhappy with his
job.  This unhappi ness has been expressed in various ways,

i ncluding such indirect reactions as psychosomatic illness
and the excessive use of drugs and al cohol,and nore directly
t hrough feelings which include frustrated aspirations and the
perception of lives wasted.to behavioral expressions of
resignations, alienations, and viol ence (Kornhauser, 1965;
Wrk in America, 1973).

Wor ker discontent has concerned business |eaders,
particularly in regard to how worker unhappiness relates to
absenteeism job turnover, decreased notivation, inefficient
wor kmanshi p and, in turn, productivity and profitability.

In an attenpt to find solutions to such problens, organizations
have experinented with different prograns, ranging fromjob
enrichment to sensitivity sessions to participatory managenent
(Herrick, 1971; Luthan & VWite, 1971; Staauss, 1973). Although
most experinental prograns related to worker discontent have
been conducted by conpanies not involved in shipbuilding, the
recognition of the problemand attenpts to deal with it have
been evident in certain maritinme industries, particularly out-
side of the US (HII, 1973).

In 1974 as a result of a recommendation by Panel SP-5 of
the Ship Production Commttee of The Society of Naval Architects
and Marine Engineers, the Newport News Shipbuil ding Conmpany



entered into a cost sharing agreement with the I\/hritirrel 2
Adm nistration, United States Departnent of ,Commerce, ;. .,
attenpt to determne the extent of |abor job satisfaction or
di ssatisfaction and, fromtnhe data, to discover what night be
done to meke shipbuilding a nore satisfying and productive
occupation.  Subsequently a contract was conpleted with Dr.
George Miench of San Jose state University to conduct a study
with the follow ng objectives: 1) tg determine the Iabor
motivation techniques existant in the shipbuilding industry;
2) to determne the enpl oyees perceptions of the efficacy of
t hose techniques; and 3) to recommend alternative techniques
or new applications of existing ones which offer potentia
for increased worker job satisfaction and productivity.
Procedure.

Fol lowing the contract agreement in the | g day of
1974, M. J. P. Diesel, president of Newport News Shi pbui | di ng
Company sent out a letter to 16 shipyards requesting their
cooperation and participation in the study. O the 16 shipyards
solicited, eleven accepted the invitation to participate. T™W
other shipyards agreed to participate but, due to |abor unrest

or other local problems after their acceptance, asked to be

excluded from the study.

Meanwhile, the San Jose research group held a series of
meetings to determne the nost efficacious way to obtain the
desired data. The first task was conceived to be a thorough
library search for any data pertinent to the current study.
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Text books, nonographs, and especially past and current

journal s in business and psychol ogy were exam ned to obtain
data related to notivation and particularly notivation in
heavy industry. These data are presented in Chapter ||

Then after evaluating alternate methods of data cd -
lection, it was eventually determned to utilize a direct
interview technique with a stratified sanple, randomy
selected within groups, fromthe chief executive officer
through the hourly workers. As a guide in the interview
process, a questionnaire was devel oped which was to be used
by the professional” interviewers. The original questionnaire
was “to experience three revisions before it was eventually
finalized.

Fifteen different interviewers participated in the study
i ncluding nine professional psychol ogists, five graduate
students, and one former business executive who is especially
conversant with notivational problens. A| interviewers
are technically qualified and experienced in interview ng
procedures and, in addition, trajning sessions were held for
the interviewers in order to denonstrate the particular
I nterview ng nmethodology to be used for this study.

At the conpletion of the interviewtrating and review
sessions for the San Jose interviewers, attenpts. were made
to arrange site visits with the participating conpanies.
Each conpany was requested to send a print-out of all the

conmpany enpl oyees prior to the site visitation so that the
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interviewees could be selected beforehand. An attenpt was
made to sanple randomy the following stratified groups:
top managenment, middle management production, piddle
management support services, professional support services,
non- prof essional support services, foremen, and hourly
workers.  The nanes or enployee nunmbers of those selected
were relayed by telephone or letter to the respective com
panies so that a schedule for each interviewer could be
established prior to the site visitation. This procedure;
with. some variations due to differences in the formats of
the enployee printouts, was followed with the exception of
one conpany which insisted on selecting their gypjects on.
an enpl oyee avail abl e basis.

Normal ly all interviews were conducted within a three-
day period at the conpany site. An interview teamusually o
consisted of six nembers who were scheduled at 45 mnute
intervals with nmost hourly and sal aried non-nmanagement
personnel. An hour was normally allotted for interviews
with top managerial personnel. Attenpts were made at each
shipyard. to allay fears and gain cooperation. with al
participants prior to the site visit.

Interviews were always conducted with the assurance of
enpl oyee confidentiality, and normally were held in 3 private
office. At two yards, however, the required number of offices
were not available, so that several interviews were held

concurrently in large roons. The interview content was still
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deened to be private and confidential. At one conpany, due
to unforeseen scheduling difficulties, the three-day period
proved to be insufficient time so one interviewer-returned
at a later date to conplete the interview process.

During the three day site visitation, the interview
staff held frequent sessions conparing interview data, in-
cluding a final session after nost of the interviews had
been conpleted. This was done in order to collate data to
feed back to each shipyard a tentative sunmary of. interview
results. At five shipyards, the de-briefing was presented
to the chief executive officer alone (president or general
manager), at two yards the data were presented to a group
of top managers neeting together, at two other yards the
findings were given to several top nmanagers seen separately,
and at one shipyard, no feedback was requested. The chi ef
executive officer at each shipyard was assured that he would
receive both a copy of the final witten report, and any
other non-reported data that would be unique to his organi-
zation. Al witten data utilized in any report for general
distribution were guaranteed to be presented in a formin
which they could not be identified with any particular ship-
yard.

Data Anal ysis
Al though the data analysis did not require conplex

statistical manipulations, it was a |ong and involved process.

The basic data to be anal yzed were of two general types:
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a) ratings on 5-point scales (wth 6 signifying “don’'t know’)
and b) spontaneous comments of the workers which were routinely
recorded by the interviewers. Some questions were of the
“yes-maybe-no” or “good-fair-bad" type and called for ratings
as well as comments (e.g., “ls your job inportant?”)  wher eas
other questions allowed only “for comments (e. 9., «ynhat is
your biggest gripe?”). The ratings, since they were in
nunerical form were easily transformed into numerica
punches on IBM cards.” However, the spontaneous conments
were in verbal form and could not be transforned to any
quantitative “scale because of their qualitative nature. As
a consequence they were considerably nmore difficult to deal
with and required the bulk of the attention and effort given
to the data analysis.

It was deened essential to preserve, to as great a
degree as possible, the spontaneous nature of the comments.
Therefore, the categories used in coding the spontaneous
comments were not devel oped beforehand on the basis of any
notions about how the workers shoul d respond but, i nst ead,
wer e devel oped from how the workers actually did respond.
Each interviewer listed verbatim by question, all the
responses he or she obtained from production workers at yards
1, 2, and 3.. For each question the verbatim responses were
cl osely exam ned and where simlar responses (in meaning or

intent--not in exact wording) were observed, general response

categories were formed and assigned numerical codes. agpittedly
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this process required considerable judgement and Understandi ng

of what the production workers were saying. |, this way, a
set of categories and correspondi ng nunerical codes for
codi ng production workers spontaneous responses were

devel oped for each of the questions on the interview schedule.

It soon becane apparent that six of the questions, i hose

calling for general inpressions of the yard (e.g. What can
the conpany do to nake your job better?”, ‘Wiat is your

bi ggest gripe”) all elicited simlar types of responses.
Therefore, a single set of categories known as the “gripe
list” was devel oped for coding the responses to these six
questions. Al though the response categories listed on the .
gripe list for production workers were worded in negative
fashion, they were treated in positive fashion for those
questions calling for positive responses (e.g. ‘Wat do you
|i ke about the conpany?”)

The set of coding categories and the gripe list described
above were devel oped for production workers. The next step
i nvol ved obtaining lists of the verbatim responses from
conpanies 1, 2, and 3 for producti on management, support-
services nmanagenent, professional support services workers

and non-professional support services. gse examnation
i ndicated that many of the responses obtained from the other

types of enpl oyees were considerably nmore conplex and

enphasi zed different content than the production workers’

responses.  Therefore, a second set of coding categories gpq
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a second gripe list were devel oped for all enployees who
were not hourly production workers.

Once the two sets of coding categories and the two
gripe lists were devel oped, each interviewer used these
materials in coding the responses of his own interviewees.

Al t hough the coding categories and gripe lists were devel oped
from the .responses obtained at Conpanies 1, 2, and 3, they
were used in coding the responses fromall ten conpanies.

For each interviewee the interviewer recorded the
nunerical codes for both ratings and the spontaneous comments
on a recording sheet which was designed in such a way. as to
allow for speedy and accurate key punching Sufficient colums
were allotted on each interviewer’'s recording sheet to allow
up to two spontaneous comrents to be coded for each question.

A nunber of the interviewes responded to questions with
spont aneous coments that did not fall into any of the
“official” coding categories. Such comments were assigned
a nunerical code for “mscellaneous” and were summarized in
as few words as possible on the recording sheets. | a4dition,
a variety of identifying data (e.g., type of job, time wth
conmpany) were coded in nunerical form and recorded.

The remai nder of the data analysis consisted of summarizing
the data on the recording sheets. A conputer program was
devel oped for obtaining the frequencies and percents of cases
giving each rating and each category of comment on each question

The recording sheets were keypunched and processed through



1- 9
the conputer in various groupings according to certain of
the identifying data (e. g., by conpany, by type of enployee)
The m scel | aneous conments which could not be coded, were
summari zed by hand.  The conputer printouts and the hand

summaries provided the basis for both the narrative and

qualified tables contained in this report.

Organi zati on of Report

The current chapter has served to introduce the study
in terms of its purposes and procedures. The next chapter
surveys the background |jterature pertinent to notivation
In industry, organized according to the subject categories
used for this study. For the reader who chooses to study
in depth what has been reported by investigators from ot her
i ndustries, the next chapter will be of signal value. The
reader oriented only to the current shipyard study shoul d
go directly to chapter three which reports the results from
the current study The busy executive or casual observer
who prefers to read only a sunmary of the study with its
conclusions and recomendations should go directly to

Chapter Four.



CHAPTER 1 |
REVI EW OF LI TERATURE
What notivates workers to work productively and *
efficiently is of prime inportance to industrial |eaders,
but the issue is intertwined wth physical and psychol ogi cal
conpl exities. The vast amount of recent literature reporting
studies related to notivation in industry testifys to the

conplexity of the issue. istorically, different investi-
gators may report contradictory results when studies are
replicated in different industrial settings (Locke, 1968:
Pritchard & Curtis, 1973). Sych contradictions do not
necessarily infer that either,of the studies is wong;
rather., the contradictions probably testify to the conplexity
“of the variables operating in particular industrial settings.
Such differing results do not mean, either, p.¢
appl i cabl e and useful conclusions cannot be derived from,
such investigations.. Rather it means that the intertwining
variables operating in any investigation nmust be under
surveillance and one way to acconplish this goal is to relate
to segments of the conplexity in their relationships to one
another. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, the
general topic of motivation in industry has been anal yzed
in ternms of relationships to some of its various segments
beginning with job satisfaction. gince the literature related
to motivation in industry is so nulti-dinensional, it was
determned for this study that job satisfaction would be
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the core factor around which all the other dinmensions of

the notivational process would evolve. This review, then,
begins with the prinmary dimension of job satisfaction which
acts as the unbrella under which all other notivational
dinensions becone related. Thee factors reviewed, addit

to job satisfaction, are as follows: jop conmitnent and

nmoral e, j ob inportance, working conditions and benefits,

wor kers perceptions of co-workers, promotion and supervisor-

wor ker rel ationshi ps.

Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction is known to be inportantly related to

motivation and, in turn, to “productivity but the precise

relationships still seem ynclear. For exanpl e, Locke (1975)
reports that job satisfaction has little causal inpact on

productivity. In fact, where a relationship exists, it s
suggested that the causal relationship may be in reverse,
i.e. high productivity leads to high job satisfaction rather
than the other way.

On the other hand, it is well known tpat high job dis-
satisfaction is causally related to high job turnover and

absenteeism  Porter and Steers (1973) report workers will

tend to stay on their jobs when they are satisfied with
certain conditions such as equitable pay, opportunities for

pronotion, considerate supervisory style, snall group size,

characteristics of the job (autonony, responsibility, variety),

and conpatible job interests. Athough it is agreed that
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there is not a one-to-one relationship between job satis-
faction and productivity, it also seens clear that certain
variabl es of worker satisfaction and dissatisfaction my
lead to such industrial problens as turnover and absenteeism
which;in turn; are related to productivity.

In the shipbuilding industry, the Kockunms Shipyard of
Sweden has published two well-known and controversial report-~
known as “The Kockums Report” ( 1970) and “The Kockums Wy
( 1975) in which the authors describe how the conpany attenpted
to understand the variables of discontent and dissatisfaction
and activily do something positive about them  gyrrent|y,
the conpany-reports not only a significant” change toward

greater worker job satisfaction but productivity as well.

The existant literature related to job satisfaction
and job attitudes seened to be of such prime inportance that
the investigators of this study deened it advisable to

design the study around the core issue of job satisfaction

Job  Commtnent and Morale

Moral e has been variously defined and is closely rel ated
to job satisfaction, the latter term used nore frequently
in recent years to define a simlar process. Although the
terns norale and job satisfaction may be used interchangeably,
for the purposes of this study, job satisfaction is used to
include all the nultidinensional facets of a persons job
directly or indirectly related to motivation. \prale may be

considered, not as something which exists as a generalized
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characteristic regardless of the job, but rather is the
result of a particular work situation. To be even nore
specific, Yoder (1962) defines norale as the enployee’s
feelings toward the kind of work he does, his fell ow workers,
his prestige and status, and his enployer Mrale is a
conmbi nation or conposite of these feelings, combined wth

reactions to his hours, earnings, supervision, the personnel
policies and practices of the enployer, and-other working
condi tions ’

The vast of studies related to pnprale will not
be discussed here, but a sanple of some of the result of the
various norale studies indicate the followng: the nore
monot onous the job, the lower the norale; the larger the
work group, the lower. the norale; the greater the sense of
group- menbership, the higher the norale; the nore human
relations oriented the supervisor, the higher the norale;
the nore confidence the supervisor expresses in the worker,
the higher the norale. Such results are inportant, but nay
demand additional interpretation because, norale, like job
satisfaction is conposed of nultiple variables and it is
Important to understand the causal significance of these
factors. |If a worker experiences satisfaction with one
aspect of his job, supervisors for exanple, but dissatisfaction

wWith wages, it is inportant to know which factors or conbi-

nations of factors have the greatest causal inpact on his

nor al e.



2-5

The multiplicity of Studies related to job satisfaction
and norale is not matched by studies of job conmtnent.
Therefore, the relationships tend to be inferred rather
than being genetically related. Furthernore, {nose factors
which are inportant to the worker and may lead to job
dedi cation are not necessarily the factors deened inportant
by managenent .

When investigators, for exanple, attenpt to discover the
answers to such questions as “Howdo workers in general feel
about the various aspects of their work?” or Wat do enpl oyees
want fromtheir jobs?", 3 procedure frequently used requires
enpl oyees to consider a list. of job characteristics and to
rank themin order of their perceived inportance. as an
exanple, Siegal (1969) reports a study conducted by the
National Industrial Conference Board. In this survey, each
enpl oyee in six manufacturing plants was asked to go through
a list of 71 norale factors and select the one that he felt
was the most inportant. This process was repeated until the
enpl oyee had made five selections. The results point up the
difference in attitudes held by management and enpl oyees.

A factor for exanple, like “information on the success or
failure on the job" i.e. feedback, was ranked as quite
i nportant by workers but excluded fromthe top ten ranks by
executives and |abor |eaders.

The follow ng chart shows the ranks of the various

factors as determned by enployees, executives, and |abor



183ers.
EXPECTED BY
RANK EMPLOYEES . EXECUTIVES
1 secarity ray '
2 advancemenﬁ ) security
3 pay vacations
4 ‘benefits advancement
5 information on working
success or " conditions
failure at job :
6 type of work company attitude
7 vécation and type of
holiday work
practices
8 supervisor B -benefits
9 profit sharing supervisor
10 working hours

conditions

2~6

EXPECTED BY
LABOR LEADERS

pay
Security

hours
working condition

unions

company attitude

handling of

grievances

vacations

union-management
relations

job evaluation
programs

Even the factor of security which was deemed to be

highly important by all three groups requires further

interpretation. Some studies indicate that workers who are

not confronted by the possibility of precipitous dismissal

will regard security as not being of primary importanace.

Employees, however, who are now experiencing or who have in

the past experienced real econcmic pinch and unemployment

place a higher value upon job security, whatever their

- occupational level (Seigel, 1969).

One very important conclusion from such studies has been
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that the neeeds  of enpl oyees often are not well understood

ei ther by executives or by labor |eaders. Al t hough t he
rel ationship between need satisfaction and job comm tnent

Is not clear fromdirect studies in industry, the results
from nmore general "notivationresearch is infers that when the
wor ker perceives that” his needs are understood and that the
conpany deems it inportant to do sonething about them |ob
conmmi tment i ncreases.

In another frequently quoted study, Herzberg, Mausner
and Snyderman (1959) interviewed 200 engineers and accountants
at eleven different firnms in the Pittsburgh area. The
empl oyees were asked to recall specific incidents in their
recent experience which made. them feel either particularly
good or particularly bad about their jobs. They were also
asked to indicate what effects these incidents had on their
attitudes and. performance and whether these effects were of
short or |ong duration.

Herzberg, et al. found that the major factors keyed to
good feelings were those associated with the actual tasks

performed and the circunstances surroundi ng perfornance.
Background factors such as noney, security, supervision, or
wor ki ng conditions were not particularly inportant. Vihen

bad feelings occurred, however, it was usually associated
wi th some disturbance of these background factors causing

the enployees to believe they were being treated unfairly.

The nmajor factors were called notivators and the
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background factors were called hygienic factors. s ptivator

I's sonething which usually has an uplifting effect on
attitudes or performéce. Hygienic factors produce no

I mprovenents, but serve to prevent |osses of norale or
efficiency.Pay, job security, and working conditions are
hygi eni ¢ factors.

MITs (1967) concurs with Herzberg, et al. o states
that there are two sets of factors which operate on job
satisfaction. The first set, which-includes working
conditions, security, and supervision, is peripheral to the
job itself and rarely leads to positive job satisfaction.
The best that inprovements in these factors can achieve is
a reduction in dissatisfaction if it is present. paetors
such as achi evenent, recognition, and responsibility, which
are related to the performance of the work, generally |ead
to positive job satisfaction.

In reply to the Herzberg theory, Vroom “presents a
di ssenting view. Vroom (1964) feels that defensive processes
within the individual account for the differences between
stated sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction. parsons
may be nore likely to attribute the causes of satisfaction
to their own achi evements and acconplishnents on the job. On

the other hand, they may be nmore likely to attribute their

di ssatisfaction not to personal inadequacies or deficiencies,
but to factors in the work environment, i.e., obstacles

presented by conpany policy or supervision.
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The above studies and many others |ike themall seek to

identify the specific factors which make up an index of job

satisfaction, norale, or notivation. Some, agree on the factor

and some do not, but that the factors may be of inportance is
underrated by none. The fact that the investigatiors do
agree on either the relative inportance of factors |eading
to high-enployee notivation or their interaction, nuch |ess

their relationship to such attributes as job commtient,
crystallizes the npneed for the current, st udy.

Job I nportance

Researchers and managers alike are becom ng increasingly
aware that the way jobs are designed is an inportant factor in

determning the notivation, satisfaction and performance of
enpl oyees at work. Guest (1965) quickly |earned, by |istening
to enployees (in the parking lot of the Vega Lordstown, Chio
assembly plant) the source of dissatisfaction for young workers
“Its not the money” ;. pay’s good but it’'s driving me crazy.
| don’t want nore noney. ,none of us do." "| do.” said
another “So | can quit quicker.” Wrkers agreed that the

source of their dissatisfaction was “the job" but found it

hard to describe why.

Nunerous studies have docunented that sinple, routine,
non-chal l enging jobs often lead to high dissatisfaction, to
I ncreased absenteeism and turnover, and to substantia
difficulties in effectively managing enployees. A .ace in

point is provided by a study of autonobile workers in Detroit.
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Kor nhauser (1965) conpared the reactions of a large nunber of
enpl oyees who worked on low|evel, routine, repetitive jobs
with those of a denographically simlar group of enployees
whose jobs were nore conplex and under nore control of the
wor kers-thensel ves. His findings showed that: 1) individuals
who worked on lowlevel jobs tend to exhibit a dimnishing
amount of initiative regarding work activities; 2) they have a
| ess active orientation toward life and toward their career
and; 3) they show | ess personal ambition and |ess desire for
personal growth. For exanple, one worker, when asked whet her
he woul d push harder to change the things in his life responded:
“I quit pushing | guess. There was a time when | did. .in
the past 8 to 10 years | sort of slowed down (he was 42 at
the tine); | guess | just got tired of trying-to get sonewhere
and you don't.” Kornhauser concluded that factory enpl oynment,
especially in routine production tasks gives evidence of
extinguishing workers ambition, initiative and purposive
direction toward life goals.

Wal ker (1950, 1954) told of the results in a factory
when the conmpany began a program of job enlargement. \wrkers
had new tasks added to their jobs which used to be done by
separate groups. Instead of having three different nen on
the job, one to set up, one to operate the nmachine, and one

to inspect the product, the operator was allowed to do all
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three jobs. The workers declared, their definite preference
for the new arrangenment, and they reported that many of their
feelings of frustration and boredom disappeared. At the
same tine managenent was pleased because production remained
the sane, quality was inproved, and fewer rejects were
reported.

In response to such findings, there is a ppvement in
industrial organizations to design jobs which provide nore
meani ngful work. Wth the prom se of greater pptivation
and higher productivity, jobs are being structured to include
more” interesting content and greater opportunity for individua
freedom & performng the job.

Hackman and Lawl er (1971) suggest three job character-
Istics which they feel are salient to the” devel opment of job
enl argenent programs. These characteristics are believed to
achi eve congruence between individual need satisfaction and
organi zational goal achievenent. They are:

1. The job nust allow a worker to feel Personally
responsi ble for a neaningful Portion of his work. The worker
must perceive job” acconplishments through his own efforts.

He nust feel responsible for the successes and failures that

occur as a result of his own work. The worker nust also fee
some control over his work outcomep. Research data revi ewed
by Wal ker and Guest (1952) strongly indicate that sone workers
are “very unhappy when they have no control over what happens

on the job.
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2. The jobs nust Provide outcomes which are intrinsically
meani ngful . or otherw se experienced as worthwhile to the
i ndividual. Jobs can come to be experienced as neani ngf ul
to workers when they involve doing a whole piece of work and
to the extent that they give enployees the opportunity to use
their valued skills and abilities (i.e. to be challenged).
According to Turner and Lawrence (1965) a “whol e piece” of
work is characterized by a) a very clear cycle of closure;
the job provides a distinct sense of beginning and ending a
transformation process; b) high visibility of” the transfor-
mation process; and c) high visibility of the transfornmation
in the finished product.

3. The job nust provide feedback. Feedback can cone
fromdoing a task itself (designing a hull section) but also
It can conme from some other person; i.e. an esteened co-worker
or a supervisor. The major source of information on the
nmotivational effects of feedback come froma series of studies
conducted at Ceneral Electric (French, Kay, Meyer, 1966:
Kay, Meyer, & French, 1965; Korman, 1966). The major findings
of this research are sunmarized as follows: a) Criticismtends
to have a negative inpact on achievenent of goals; b; Per-
formance tends to inprove when specific objectives are
est abl i shed; c) Defensiveness as a consequence of criticism
results in inferior performance; d) Coaching is best done on
a day by day basis and in direct association with specific

acts, not once a year; e) Mitual goal setting by superior
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and subordinate in establishing behavior yields positive
results; f) Participation by subordinate in establishing
his own performance goals yields favorable results and;

g) Interviews intended prinarily to inprove performnce
shoul d not deal with salary and pronotion at the sane tine.

In a study, designed to test the above job characteristics,
Hackman and Lawl er (1971) found that for some workers these
job qualities provide rewarding experiences by doing well
on the job: The data suggest, noreover, that “doing well"
has nuch nmore to do with high quality performance than wth
producing large quantities of work..

In sunmary;, the available research tends 'to suggest that
job characteristics can 'and-often do have a substantial inpact
on worker notivation. Satisfaction with job content and the
freedomto work on a self-sufficient, independent basis are

viewed by many as crucial variables in the motivation to work.

Working Conditions and Benefits

Wor ki ng” conditions have been described in this study as
both conpensatory (wages and benefits) and non-conpensatory
(physical and interfactional) . The non-conpensatory factors
are dealt with in other sections of this chapter, so the
discussion in this section will be restricted to the vast
number of studies related to wages and salaries and their

motivational inpact.

Al t hough managenent has traditionally tended to
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overenphasi ze the inportance of pay as a determnant of job
satisfaction, nevertheless, the noney spent on extrinsic
rewards (i.e., pay and pronotion) represents one of the
| argest costs an industrial organization incurs. It is an
I nvestment which may or may not yield high returns in terns
of enployee satisfaction, notivation, and perfornance. The
i ndustrial organization has little control over the value
their enpl oyees place on extrinsic rewards. How a conpany
distributes its rewards has a very inportant influence on
the behavior of individuals. Sinply stated, organizations
tend to notivate the kind of behavior they reward.

There is little question that pay can be used to notivate
job performance. Theory and research suggest that for pay
to notivate performance it must: 1) pe valued as inportant
and 2) it nust be clearly tied to performance that is to be

motivated (Hackman & Lawl er, 1975)

Al though the value an enployee places on pay varies as
a function of the strength of his needs at any given tine
(Herzberg, 1957, Lawler, 1971) , it remeins c|ear that pay
i's inportant enough, in nost instances, to pe 3 sjgnificant
motivator of behavior. we will focus, therefore, on the
second condition which relates pay as a notivator of job
per f or mance.

The inportance of knowi ng how pay and performance are

related is confirmed by many research studies. |, exper -

nental studies, Atkinson (1958) and Kaufnan (1962) found
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hi gher levels of performance by subjects who were told that
their earnings were contingent on the effectiveness of their
performance. These findings were supported in an industrial
setting by Georgopoulis, Mhoney “and Jones (1957). They
found that workers who perceived hjgher productivity as a
means to increase earnings performed nore effectively than
workers who did not perceive this relationship. Fyrther,
Canpbel | (1952) found that one of the major reasons for
l'iner productivity in large groups, under group incentive
plans; is that workers often do not perceive the relationship
between pay and productivity as well as workers in small

groups. At the..mnagerial level, Porter and Law er (1966)
found that those managers who saw their pay as dependept
upon their performance were the nost-effective and highly
nmotivated. The available research clearly denpnstrates that
productivity will increase when workers perceive that their
pay outcones is directly related to their performnce.

Most industrial organizations do not do a very good job
of tying pay to performance. Porter and Law er (1965) found
that pay was nost often related to non-performance factors
such as job level and seniority. Syetlik, Prien and Barrett
( 1964) found a negative relationship between the anount of
salary a worker received and his performance as eval uated by
his superiors. Meyer, Kay, and French (1965) found that
managers raises are not closely related to what occurs

in their performance appraisal sessions. The appareat failure
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of many industrial organizations to tie pay closely to

performance could indicate that pay is not always moti vating

j ob performance.

Probl ens of perceived pay inequity are often creat ed
in industrial organizations and often cause worker dissatis-
faction. A considerable ampunt of research suggests that
satisfaction with pay is a function of how favorably a person’s
earnings conpare with the earnings of fellow enpl oyees. sal es
(1958) found that the high dissatisfaction anmong skilled .
foundry workers was caused by relatively unskilled fellow
workers receiving simlar wages. at the management |evel
Porter & Lawler (1968) found a tendency for higher paid
managers to be nost satisfied when they perceive that their
pay conpares favorably with that of other managers wth
simlar inputs.

According to Seigel (1969), the relative inportance of
the pay factor to workers seens to-be a function of the
wage or salary” currently being received in relation to that
being paid to. other enployees in simlar jobs or requiring
simlar training and experience. |t is also a function of
the enployee’s needs relative to what he can purchase with
the wage or salary he is receiving.

| ndi vidual s conpare their own earnings wth those of
others by taking into account the factors of skill, seniority,
and education which are believed to be the basis of pay.

Di ssatisfaction can occur when an individual finds, f or
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exanpl e, that another person who is simlar in regard to
t he above determnants of pay is earning nore than he is
The conparison would also b e dissonant if he conpared hi nsel f
to soneone who was earning the same but was inferior in
relation to the factors determning pay. (o the other hand,
i f the individual conpared hinself to another who was earning
the same and was sinilar on the dinmensions related to pay,
it would be expected that he would be satisfied.

Perceptions of pay inequity seens to also have an inpact
on work productivity. Research suggests that perceptions of
ei ther underpatment or overpaynment will result in attenpts
by workers to adjust the quality and/or quantity of their
output (Adans 1958, 1961, 1965)

In a study designed to test the effects of equity theory
on job satisfaction and perfornmance, Pritchard and Dunnette
( 1970) found that enployees under both “under” reward and .
“over” reward conditions were |ess satisfied than those
enpl oyees nmade to feel that they were equitably paid.

There are many pay systenms which relate pay to perfornmanc
and clearly some are nore effective than others. |n a study
of various incentive pay plans, Lawer (1971) found that
i ndividual incentive pay plans rate highest in tying pay to
performance; group plans rate next highest and organization-
wide plans rate |owest. He concluded that in group plans
and organi zation wide plans an individual’'s pay is not directly

a function of his own behavior but influenced very strongly
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by the behavior and performance of others with whom he
works.  Further studies indicate that bonus-type plans nore
effectively tie pay to performance than pay raise and salary
increase plans. Under bonus-type plans a worker’s pay my
vary sharply in accordance with his performnce which does
not usually happen with salary increase plans.

In sum whenan individuals pay is tied to performance

it increases his motivation and decreases the |ikelihood of

his changing jobs if he is a good performer. pg. . se pay
plans differ in the degree to which they tie pay to perfor-
mance their nmotivational effectiveness is also different.
Bonus plans are superior to salary plans; individual plans
superior to group plans; and group plans are superior to
organi zation w de plans.

Research suggests that enployees, particularly at the
managenment |evel, favor their pay being based on their per-
formance. Two studies have nmeasured managers attitude toward
how t heir pay should be determ ned, and both showed that
managers prefer to have their pay based upon their perfornance
(Andrews & Henery, 1963, Lawler, 1967) . Studies done anong
bl ue-collar workers to determne their preferences wth
respect to pay plans do not show overwhel m ng acceptance of
merit-based plans (Hackman, 1975) .  |awl er (1971) found that
even though blue-collar workers show | ess acceptance for
merit-based reward systems, workers do favor the idea.

Schwab (1974) studied the responses of approxi mtely
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300 skilled and sem -skilled male and fenal e enpl oyees drawn
froma workforce of 4000 in plants in the U S. 3nd Canada.
The Mnnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire and Job Description
| ndex were used. The three pay systens used were:

1) individual piece rates

2) group incentive rates

3) hourly rates.

Schwab's results indicated that persons paid by work
output were nmore highly notivated to perform while persons
paid by time were nost satisfied with their pay. He con-
el uded that a single personnel practice (i.e. pay) may have
a positive effect on notivation, but at the sane tine have

a negative effect on satisfaction.

Worker Relationship Wth O her Wrkers

In addition to nonetary rewards, the people we work

with in an organization can also effect worker satisfaction,

notivation and performance. U timately the effectiveness
of the organization can be strongly influenced by the nature
of the interpersonal activities of its workers.

Soci al psychol ogi sts have historically done nost of the
research on interaction and group dynamcs. |ndustria
psychol ogi sts, however, realize that not only is social
interaction highly rewarding to nost people, but experiences
with one’s co-workers may be a ngjor source of satisfaction

in work.
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Zal ezni k, et al. ( 1958) found that people who were
consi dered regular nenmbers of a work group were nore satisfied

than those who were not regular nenbers. Further, workers
who have restricted opportunity for comunication because of
excessive noise or for some other physical reason have a
much higher rate of job turnover (Sawatsky, 1951). The
physical features of a workers job often determne the kind
of social relations that are possible anmong workers and
between workers and supervisors. |f typically four or five
men work at separate tasks on an assenbly line, near enough
to exchange a few words, but in non-related jobs, little
interaction tends to take place and the group identification
remins low.. The noise 'and tension of the line may also
serve to inpose severe limtations on social intercourse.

In contrast, if the job situation dictates that numerous
workers are functionally dependent on all the others to get
the job done, then a group identification tends to energe.
| f handl ed effectively by the supervison, this frequently
results in a vigorous teamspirit which contributes both to
personal satisfaction of the workers and to the efficiency
of the team s nenbers.

The work group has been shown to directly effect worker
productivity. This was clearly indicated in a case study
by’ Newcond (1 1954) . In this instance, the work group had
established a normof 50 ynits a day, but one particular *

worker wanted to produce mpre than 50 units a day. Her
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attenpts to do so were successfully discouraged by her peers
in avariety of ways. Her output finally fell below the 50
unit norm  Subsequently, the work group was broken up so she
no longer worked with the same enployees who had established
and enforced the 50 unit norm Her out put soon doubl ed,
providing striking evidence of the effect group norns have
on a worker's behavior.

It has been established that the group can effect satis-
faction as well as productivity. \alker and Guest (1952)
found that for autonobile assembly line workers, satisfaction
was related to the kinds of opportunities for social ‘inter-
action provided by the job. They reported that the fewer
the interactions the lower the satisfaction. |, addi tion,
Vroom “(1964) found that work groups providing the greatest
opportunity for social interaction tend to |ower turnover,
and absentee rates.

Groups can and do influence worker pptjvation and pro-
ductivity because they have the power tc set norns which
effect not only the quality but also the quantity of work
produced. Goups also influence worker satisfaction to the
extent that they satisfy his social needs. A group can
increase an individual's performance by: 1) providing iphe
worker with direct instruction; 2) providing feedback zpout
job behavior and 3) serving as nodels for appropriate j ob

behavi ors.
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Pronot i on

The possibility of promotion is 5 ppst effective
motivator, partly because, like pay, it can serve many
different needs. Also, as with pay, the nore cl osel y
pronotion is tied to performance the ppre effective a
motivator it becomes. |f a worker perceives that his per-
formance has a direct inpact on the possibility of pro-
motion the greater the |iklihood of increased production.

However, pronotion does not serve the same function
for all enployees. This point is clearly made by some of
the research on how individuals develop their careers. In
a study of English blue-collar workers it was denonstrated
that they see their careers quite differently than upward
mobi | e managers (CGol dthorpe, .1968). These bl ue-collar
workers saw their relationship with their enployers. as
strictly a financial one in which they did the work in order.
to be able to do other things off the job. EFaw were
attracted to the idea of pronotion; in fact nost wanted only
to continue to be paid well for doing the sane job. onl'y
10 percent had done anything to increase their chances for
pronotion. They reported wanting nore leisure time and |ess

stress in their lives. These workers did not see pronption
as something that would give them need satisfaction.

Pat chen (1960) studied the relationship between absences
and pronotional opportunities in a Canadian Ol Refinery.

He found a higher frequency of absences anong persons who
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felt that they deserved to have been pronoted conpared wth
those who stated that they did not feel that way. paichen
also found significantly greater absences anong individuals
who perceived that their present pronotional chances were
| ess than they felt they should be conpared to those who
t hought they were as good as they shoul d be.

It has al so been found that job satisfaction itself
correlates positively with estinmates of the Iikelihood of
promotion. On the other hand, if people expecting a pro-
motion do no-t get it, they will be discontented (Herzberg,
et al, 1959)

Anot her study has presented data froma linmted sanple
of enpl oyees and suggests that in the United States, also,
work may not be the central life interest” for ta |east blue-
-collar workers. He concluded that “for al nost three out of
every four industrial workers studied, work and the work
place are not central life interests.” By contrast, for
manageri al and professional people, work is part of a career
and pronotion is of highest inportance (Argyle, 1972).

In conclusion, if an industrial organization is to
increase the effectiveness of its reward system whether it
be pay, pronotion or any other reward, and at the same time
I ncrease worker-satisfaction, three things become necessary:
1) rewards nust be tailored to the needs and desires of
I ndi vidual workers; i.e. what he wants from performng his

job effectively; 2) superior performers nust be given nore
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extrinsic rewards than inferior perforners and 3) enpl oyees

need to perceive and believe that high |evels of performance

will lead to high levels of rewards.

Supervi sor-Wrker Rel ationships

In an industrial work environment, the |eader or super-
visor exerts the greatest inpact on the individual worker.
Wiile there is a plethora of definitions of |eadership (G bb,
1969; Fiedler, 1971) this review will focus on major issues
involved in the understanding of how | eaders can behave in
Industrial. organizations to increase the effectiveness of
the individual worker and of the work group for which they
are responsi pl e

Mich of the early research on | eadership effectiveness
was dom nated by the “trait versus situation” controversy.
It is generally concluded that to understand effective |eader-
ship it is necessary not only to understand the |eader and
hi s personal characteristics but also to understand the
situation in which. |eadership occurs (Hackman & Law er, 1975)

Leadership studies initiated in the 1950's attenpted to
identify the behavioral styles of |eaders in an effort to
understand how behavioral characteristics of |aders effect
subordinates.  Numerous dimensions have been proposed including
authoritarian versus denocratic, enployee-centered versus
production centered, and consideration versus initiation of

structure.
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Denhardt (1970) investigated the effects of |eadership
style on worker involvement, fulfillment, and deference to
authority in tw small conpanies engaged in, simlar businesses.
The |eadership in each company was of a different style, e
described as being nore denocratic and |ess authoritarian
than the other. Wrkers in the denocratic conpany were found
to a) be nore involved in conpany affairs, b) express greater
fulfillment in their work, c) find work nore fulfilling than
outside organizations, and d) show greater deference to
legitimate authority.

Evi dence suggests that under nost conditions notivation
satisfaction. and performance are hi ghest when denocratic
| eadership is practiced ( Lawer, 1971) .  coch and Erench
(1948) found that denocratic |eadership, by allow ng workers
more freedomin determning the specific formand content of
their work, significantly increased productivity. Mrse and.
Rei mer (1956) conpared satisfaction scores for authoritarian
and denocratic groups and found that the denobcratic groups
experienced higher satisfaction. Marrow, Bower, and Seashore
( 1967) report the efforts of a conpany to change the | eader-
ship style of managers in a newy acquired division. \wen a
more participative |eadership style was put. into effect
satisfaction increased as well as enployee effectiveness.
A follow up study several years later revealed that deno-
cratic |leadership was still preferred and workers continued

to show high levels of satisfaction. Wckert (1951) and
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Ross and zander (1957) found that under denocratic |eadership

wor ker absenteeism and turnover rates are |ower.

O her research has shown that under some condition deno-
cratic |eadership does not |lead to higher notivation, satis-
faction and performance. Vroom (1964) and Argyr’is (1953)
found the authoritarian style to be superior to the denocratic
style of Ieadership. They reasoned, workers unprepared for
denocratic- group action, because of a lack of prior exposure
and/or training for such |eadership, seemto need the kinds
of direction afforded by the authoritarian |eadership style.

Participative decision making as a |eadership ,strategy
has been advocated as a means of inproving both perfornmance
and worker satisfaction (Likert, 1961; Lowen, 1968; MG egor,
1966) Alutto and Acito (1975) found that non-professional
enmpl oyees who desired but were not allowed. participation in
decision nmaking were found to 1) be less commtted to their
current job and enployer; 2) experience greater job-rekated
tension; and 3) experience |loyer satisfaction with work,
supervision, pay and pronotion.

Rub, Johnson and Scontrino (1973) investigated the effects
that the Scanlon plan had on job attitudes. The Scanl on plan

provi des opportunities for broad worker participation in

deci sion making through a suggestion plan which allows everyone
to benefit materially if a suggestion increases productivity.
Results indicate that the nore positive were the worker's

attitudes toward the Scanlon plan and the greater were the
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enpl oyees and nanagenents degree of conmitment partici-
pative managenent, the greater was its success and the nore
it contributed to high job involvenent, notivational and conp
I dentification.
Vroom (1964)-in reviewing participation in decision
making studies found a substantial basis for tnhe belief that
productivity is increased by participative decision making.
It should be noted that not all findings are consistent
with this generalization. |t seens that participating in
decision making has the potential to increase notivation for
enpl oyees who 1) have strong needs for independence,”
conpet ence, and;self-esteem 2) are menbers of work groups

that favor participation and;, 3) value the social rewards

that groups can offer. Further, higher-quality decisions
are made when 1) enpl oyees have relevant information, 2)
time is available for adequate discussion; and 3) the self
interest of the enployees does not conflict directly with
the interests of the organization (Law er, 1971)

It is frequently suggested that consideration by a
supervisor for the needs or feelings of his subordinates
has a positive effect on notivation, satisfaction, and

performance. Davis (1962) found that enployee-oriented
supervision tends to result in increased productivity,

notivation, and work satisfaction. |n a study of railroad
wor kers Maccoby, Gurin and Flood (1951) found that the nmen

in high productivity groups nore frequently described their
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supervisors as taking a personal interest in them helping

in training themfor better jobs, and being less punitive
than men in | ow productivity sections. Korman (1966) has

al so found consideration to correlate strongly wth

productivity. Cher nore recent studies (Wagner', 1965: and
House, Filley” & Kerr, 1971) have found sinilar consideration/
satisfaction relationships.

In reviewing the literature on |eadership it becomes
clear that it is ultimately inpossible to draw up a set of
behavi oral specifications for the “perfect” |eader or super-
visor in an industrial setting. However, effective |eader-
ship does seemto be characterized by: 1) an awareness of
the factors which influence the interpersonal end work
behavi or”of group nmembers; 2) the capability to di agnose,
with sensitivity, those factors that are inparing the

effectiveness of the group at any given tine and 3) a
wi I lingness to share selectively with group nembers responsi-
bility for making those decisions and performng those
| eadership acts which are necessary to keep the group noving

toward its goal (Hackman & Lawl er, 1975).
SAVPLE MOTI VATI ONAL PROGRAMS | N | NDUSTRI AL ORGANI ZATI ONS

Many industrial organizations have attenpted to devel op
formal notivational prograns based on their understanding of
the salient aspects influencing worker notivation. Wile

there are many titles for these programs, nost can be
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classified into one of three categories: 1) positive rein-
forcenent prograns based on the prem se that behavior is
determ ned by its consequences; 2) task structure of job
enrichnment prograns which assune that a job workers find

intrinsically rewarding and challenging will notivate the
wor ker to increase his level of performance; and 3) climte
or organizational devel opnent prograns which are based on
the theory that the organizational climate and the attitude
of fellow enployees can enhance or be detrimental to enpl oyee
performance.

Each of these worker notivational progranms operates on
the prem se that some form of change in the organization can
lead to an inprovenent in enployee performance. Each is
designed not only to inprove a current industrial situation
but is also designed to anticipate and prevent future prob-
lenms with worker discontent.

Each programis examned in relation to its theoretica

assunptions, its program devel opment, and its reported

ef fecti veness.

Positive Reinforcement Program
Theoretical Background

Positive reinforcement prograns are founded on the premnse
that workers performin the way they find nost rewarding and

that management can inprove their performance by providing

themw th the proper rewards.
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The theoretical underpinnings for this type of notiva-
tional program are based in learning principles set forth by
Thor ndi ke (1911) and Skinner (1953). Thorndike's Law of
Effect sinply states that behavior viewed as leading to reward
tends to be learned and repeated; behavior that does not pro.-
“duce a revard’or is puni shed tends not to be repeated. Any
event that operates in this way, so as to change the prob-
ability of a particular behavior is said to be reinforcing.

Skinner and his followers (Hamer, 1974; Nerd, 1969;
Veird, 1972; Whyte, 1972) "contend that the only tool needed
for worker notivation is the presence or absence of positive
reinforcers. This neans that a reinforcenent notivational
program is results-oriented rather than process oriented.
That is, it does not focus on worker attitudes as the cause
of behavior but rather on an analysis of the workers situation

itself, focusing on the reward contingencies which seemngly

cause a worker to act the way he does.

Stages in Program Devel oprment

Positive Reinforcement prograns as currently inplenented
in,industry generally involve four stages: 1) To define the
behavi oral aspects of performance and to do a performance
audit; i.e., to specifically deternine and clearly state |evels
of performance. Wile goals are set by a manager or supervisor,
it is inportant that they are accepted by the enployee. 2) To

devel op and set specific goals for each worker which are
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reasonabl e and set sonewhere between “where a worker is at”
(as defined by the performance audit) and some ideal. |t jg
i nportant that these goals be accepted by enployees. 3) To
allow the worker to keep a record of his or her own per-
formance. This process of self-feedback.is believed to
maintain a continuous schedule of reinforcenent. 4) To
provi de positive reinforcement for good perfornmance (as
determ ned by the performance audit and the goals set)

Since the worker knows the areas of his own deficiencies)
there is no reason for the supervisor to criticize the

enpl oyee. In other words, negative. feedback is self-induced,
whereas positive feedback comes fromboth internal and

external reward sources.

Results of Positive Reinforcenent Prograns

Conpani es which claimto be inplenenting positive rein-
forcement notivational programs include Emery Air Freight,
Questor Corporation, Ford Mdtor Conmpany, Anerican Can, United
Airlines, Bethlehem Steel, |T&T, Westinghouse, and Weeling-
Pittsburgh Steel Corporation (Business Wek Dec. 2, 1972)

Because positive reinforcement prograns are relatively
new in an industrial setting (nost have begun since 1968)
few statements of their relative effectiveness have been
reported and no systematic study has, as yet, been conpl eted.
However, some conpanies are claimng success with their
prograns.

For exanple, in an attenpt to reduce the nunber of
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enpl oyees who constantly violated plant rules, General Mtors
initiated a plan in one of its plants that gave enployees
opportunities to inprove or clear their records by going
t hrough varying periods of tine without conmtting fur-
ther violations. They credited this positive reinforcenent
program with reducing the nunber of production standard
grievances by 70 percent during the sane period of time o
(Schotters, 1973)

Ganmboa and Pedalino (1973) describe a conpany which used
a lottery to solve the problem of enployee absenteeism pggcpy
day an enpl oyee came to work and was on tine, he was allowed
to choose a card froma deck of playing cards. At the end
of a five-day week’ he had five cards or a normal poker hand.
The highest hand in each departnment won $20.00 and all fulltime
empl oyees who worked 50 days straight had their names placed
ina lottery fromwhich two $50.00 prizes were drawn. apsen-
t eei sm dropped 18 percent.

One of the nost publicized application of operant tech-
niques carried out in an industrial work organization is at
Emery Air Freight Corporation, under the direction of Edward
Feeney. Each manager receives two el aborate programed
instruction workbooks prepared in-house and geared to specific
work situations. One deals with recognition and rewards,
the other with feedback. Under recognition and rewards, the
wor kbook enumerates no less than 150 kinds, ranging from a

smle and a nod to encouragenent, to “Let me buy you a cup
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of coffee, to detailed pra se for a job well done. " Super-
visors are urged to supply praise and recognition at |east
twice a week during the early weeks or nonths of shaping
behavior. They have found at Emery that, at least in the
early days of shaping behavior, it is difficult to determne
whet her providing praise and recognition or wthholding
censure and criticism deserves the nost credit for the
i nprovenent in performance. The switchover from censure to
praise has resulted in instant, almst mracul ous results.
For. the Enery Corporation these results are translated into
a direct saving of over $3 million in the past three years .
and indirectly with pushing 1973 sales. over we 160 mllion
mark (Organizational Dynamcs, 1973)

In addition to Emery Air Freight, other conpanies are
experiencing inprovements as a result of initiating simlar
positive reinforcenent prograns. Mchigan Bell's Detroit
office credits their program with reducing absenteeism from
11 percent to 6.5 percent in one group of enployees, and from
3.3 percent to 2.6 percent for all enployees. The Weeling
Pittsburgh Corporation, according to Business Wek Mgazine
(Dec. 2, 1972) , is saving $200,000 a nonth in scrap cost as
a result of its feedback program Reports such as these seem
to denonstrate the feasibility of behavior nodification through
positive reinforcenent and its ability to inprove worker

per f or mance.
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Job Enrichment Program

Theoretical Background

According to Luthans (1973) job enrichment (or job
enlargenent) as it is currently practiced jp jndustry is a
direct outgrowth of Herzberg's two factor {peory of noti-
vation (Herzberg, 1968). It is therefore pased on the
assunption that in order to notivate performance of enployees,
the job itself must provide opportunities for achievenent,
recognition, responsibility, advancement and growth in

cnpetence. Herzberg insists that real motivation wll
-result only when the job has the potential to satisfy these

upper-1level needs which translate into job enrichment.

Vroom (1964)" offers another theoretical explanation of
why job enrichnent will lead. to higher |evels of performance.
Hs is an “internal state” theory called “expectancy theory.
Wi le the details of this theory are beyond the scope of this
report, this theory basically says that an jpcrease in com
plexity of task design is perceived by the yorker as |eading
to an intrinsic reward.

Unfortunately, a theory has not yet been elaborated to
speci fy how worker characteristics interact with job character-
istic. Mst do, however, agree on the elements necessary
for effective job enlargement. These el enments include:

1) Individuals should be given nmaxi num freedom to control
their work and develop their skills; 2) Jobs should be designed

to give each person a series of tasks which are varied,
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chall enging and neaningful in terms of the end product; 44
3) The status differential which has separated supervisors

and enpl oyees should be replaced by a team concept with an

enphasis on shared goals (Levitan & Johnson, 1973)

Stages in Program Devel oprment

Limted experience has not yet produced a howto do to
manual for industrial organizations contenplating job enlarge-
ment. Rush (1971), drawing from the research on job design
and the experience of organizations that have trjed job
enlargenent for notivation, does suggest sOme general gquide-
lines  They are:

1. Analyze all Possibilities". |nvestigate job design
and notivational possibilities throughout the organization
Usual |y the persons holding the “probleni. jobs, as well as
their inmediate supervisors, are involved in analyzing the
situation. They are closest to the job and can provide
i nformation that managenent woul d ot herw se not have access
to.

2. \Wrk on a Problem Begin by selecting a job or jobs
where there is a lack of productivity, efficiency, or norale.

3. Formulate a Pilot study. Starting with an experi-
mental or pilot project makes it easier to observe, neasure
and | earn.

4. Assess enployee notivation. Deternmine as accurately

and objectively as possible the seeds and notivations of the
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enpl oyees whose jobs are to be affected.

5. Communication. Share with enployees their ideas,
as well as managements ideas for job change and inplenmentation
of those changes.

6. Build feedback mechanisns into the job. g .
achi evement and recognition are inportant variables in

motivation, it is essential that a neans of feedback be

devel oped to neasure progress in performng the new job.

Result of Job Enrichnent Prograns

There' are literally scores of conpanies today involved,
to some extent, in job enrichnent. These conpani es i ncl ude
Texas "Instruments, Corning { ass, Mytag, Bui ck, Exxon,
Vol vo and Kockums Shipyards in Sweden, -t0 pane g few (Johnson,
1974) . In 1966, Reif and Schoderbek found that 41 of 210
I ndustrial conpanies surveyed had used job enrichnent.

As far back as 1950, Walker reported a successful job
enrichment programat IBM \pre recently Ford (1969) reported.
that after job enrichment was installed at”AT&T there was
a 27 percent reduction in the termnation rate and an esttiated
cost savings of $588,000 over a twelve nmonth period. In
twelve districts of AT&T where the program was tried, resig-
nation and dismssals dropped by 14 percent which could nean
an annual savings of $19 mllion in operating costs (Janson,
1970) .

Motorola found that bench (individual) assenbly required

25 percent nmore workers in addition to increased training
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time in order to inmplement a job enrichnent program They
reported that the higher cost in wages was offset by greater
productivity, less need for inspection, higher quality of
product, and |lower work costs (Business \Wek, Sept. 4, 1970)
The Maytag Conpany found that greater flexibility in terns
of production scheduling was one of the major advantages of
job enrichment. They reported they could add or subtract
work stations fromtheir assenbly-line production w thout
affecting production of other workers (Stewart, 1967).

Texas Instruments gave full responsibility for janitorial
services to the workers involved. The men met to deci de how
the work woul d be divided and to set up schedul es and establisf
standards. As result of this job enrichnent effort, manpower
needs declined from120 to 71, cleanliness inproved, and
turnover was reduced from 100" percent to 10 percent (Herrick
1971) . This exampie illustrates an application of job
enrichment concepts to lowskill jobs. |ts success denon-
strates that the- potential power of these concepts is not

limted to conmtted achievers who work in higher skilled jobs.

Organi zational Cimate and Devel opnent Program
Theoretical. Background

Organi zati onal Devel opnent is based |less on theory than
the two progranms previously discussed. The overall OD approach
Is an extension of the use of sensitivity training nethods

whi ch evolved primarily fromthe field theory and group
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dynam cs Concepts of Lewin (1944, 1951, 1952) and RogerS
( 1942). Sensitivity training attenpts to nake the individua

within the group nore aware of hinself and, his inpact on
ot hers.

Q her theorists who have contributed to the introduction
of Organizational Developnent as it is practiced in industry
, today include Argyris (1962) , Bennis ( 1966) Beck (1969)

Burke (1971) , Blake & Muton ( 1967) and Geiner ( 1967)

Stages in Program Devel opment
Because Organi zational Devel opnent is an evolving field,
it is difficult to describe-a “typical” program  However,
the general Shilarities in nost approaches to o has |ed
Strauss (1973) to outline various stages in an OD program
The first stage is a diagnostic phase of planned
organi zational change. This stage involves gathering data
about the state of operations, jnterpersonal attitudes and
behavior. T-group sessions may be held to devel op problem
solving skills, examne interpersonal relations and the basic
attitude of the enployees. One purpose of this stage is to

improve the way people work together. |t involves changing

basic attitudes of both superiors and subordinates. Also
It involves opening up conmunication channels to allow all
enmpl oyees a larger voice in how they do their jobs.

The second stage of the OD programis an action stage

of planned organizational change. After a ‘period of trust
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has been established, work groups begin to establish ways

to solve the problens they identified in the first stage.
This stage may involve all the steps used ,in the positive
rei nforcenment program and the job enrichment program i e

team performance, goal setting, task redesign and self-
monitoring. °

The third and final stage” involves work teams’ eval uation
of their progress. Goup nenbers continue to search for new

problems and to offer new solutions. The third stage is a
proactive stage; the purpose is to maintain the healthy

climate established in the first tw stages.

Results of Organizational Devel opnent Prograns

Exanmpl es of conpanies using OD as a notivation plan
include:  Union Carbide, Royal Dutch Shell Goup, Esso, US
Steel, Kaiser Steel, Corning Gass and Ceneral Mtors
(Strauss, 1973)

Many conpanies are reporting evidence that OD notivation
programs have inproved worker satisfaction gnq increased
company profits. Kaiser Steel credits its oD program with

increasing productivity by 32 percent and thereby keeping
the plant open after it had scheduled to close due to |ow

productivity and loss in profits (Schein, 1971)

Ceneral Mdtors initiated an O ganizational Devel opnent
program in 1969 because of a dramatic rise in absenteseism
and turnover rate. One of their O dsnobile engine plants

put several foremen and their hourly workers through a
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group problemsolving (teambuilding) program Resulting
fromthis program were several suggestions by the group for
I nprovi ng absenteei sm and turnover which were accepted by
the plant management. They credit this program with reducing
total absenteeismin the plant during the first five nonths
of 1971 by 6 percent, while absenteeismin the rest of
A dsnmobil e went up by 11 percent. Turnover was down by 38
percent conpared to 14 percent for the rest of O dsnobile
(Schotters, 1972)

The Chassis Departnent of the General Mtors Assenbly
Line Division began an (2D programin 1971. |t jnvol ved 104
hourly enployees and four forenen. It was designed to
i mprove communications and attitudes. General Mtors reports
that this programresulted in a 50 percent decrease in
grievances filed per nonth, housekeeping inproved and fore-
men becane nore willing to make decisions on problens without
relying on higher supervision.

Landen and Carlson (1973) state clearly the inportance of
organi zational devel opment at General Mtors when they say: “one
vital point can be “concluded fromthese and a variety of other
progranms now underway in the corporation; we are only begin-
ning to touch the surface of the deep reservoir of untapped
human potential anong all General Modtors enpl oyees.

Enpl oyee notivation is increasingly regarded as a core issue

in the future of General Mdtors.”
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Summary
The vast amount of literature related to notivation in
I nadustry testifies to the inportance of the, subject for both
researcher and practitioner. This review has sanpled those
aspects of the volunm nous research which tend to be-nost
pertinent to this research study, to shipbuilding, and to
current practice in general industry. Al though certain
concl usi ons have been drawn throughout this review the
concl usions which are derived from one conpany or industry
are-not necessarily applicable to other industrial settings
wi thout assessing the local conditions of the latter groups.
The results of the research and experience of other conpanies
I's valuable, but nust be applied in ternms of the individual

and uni que conditions of the |ocal shipyard.
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RESULTS

The  purposes of this study relate to gaining a nore
preci se understanding of the notivational methods utilized
at various shipyards around the country with the ultimte
objective to inprove such nmethods and, in turn, productivity.
The researcheis for this study determned that the initial
focal point to acconplish those purposes should be to
eval uate the degrees of job satisfaction in the shipyard
I ndustry and designed the study toward acconplishing that
maj or objective. Accordingly the results are organi aed
around the prinme category of job satisfaction with all other
categories of analysis contributing there to The various
categories have no intrinsic neaning and there is overlapping
between categories, but they are used in an attenpt to
organi ze the handling of a vast quantity of data. tne gata
categories, in addition to the prime category of job satis-
faction, are as follows: a) job commtnent and norale;
b) job inmportance, c¢) working conditions and benefits,
d) perceptions of other workers, e) pronotions, and 5) worKker-
supervi sor relationships.

The results of this study are presented in both narrative
and tabular formfor all interview gata for ten conpani es.
Al though el even conpanies participated in the study, pe
results included here represent only ten conpanies since the

procedures used were revised after the first shipyard site
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visitation and the results of the first visitation wll
not be included in this report. Again, in order to
facilitate the evaluation of a vast quantity of data, {pe
results are organi zed according to the follow ng groups:
a) hourly production workers; b) production managenent;
c) support services managenent: d) professional support
services personnel; and e) non-professional support personnel
These results are presented in terns of the conposite of
all workers in the ten conpanies according to the above
groups, and also by a conparison of workers conpany by
conpany.

Al data are presented anonynously in terns of person
and company. Individual conpanies may obtain. data related
to their own conpany, but not data relating to other ship-

yards.

Hourly Production Wrkers

The followng results represent all of the hourly pro-
duction worker interview responses grouped together from the
10 local shipyards. The nunber of hourly workers interviewed
totalled 620., reflecting a sanple of all jobs held by hourly
production workers. Ninety-seven percent of the sanple are
mal e, 75 percent are married and 93 percent have no supervisory
responsibilities. Five percent of the sanple are under age 20

and five percent are over age 60 with the remaining sanple
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representing aliiaées in between. Further, the time of
.se?vice was evenly distributed so that the total sample
includes workers;who ﬁave worked less than .three mon:zhs to

workers who havehspent all of their working career in the

same shipyard.

“r

Job Satisfaction

Job sétisfaction among production workers in all ten
shipyards is high. As indicated in Table 1, more than 60
percent of the hourly workers reported high job satisfaction
which in terms of the total interview Process is a surprising
result. Much of the time of the interview sessions with the
' workers was lnvolved with their complaints and negative
comments related to company, supervision or job." When it
came to a final evaluation, however, most interviewees
reported hﬁgh job satisfaction.

Table 1

Job Satisfaction
Production Workers
-All - Companies Combined N=620

Question —_ Response . Percent
What is vyour overall Good 65%
job satisfaction? Fair 29

Poor 6
Don't Know -

Job Commitment and Morale

What was found to bé true of job satisfaction is also
. true of worker morale. Most workers not only ratedltheir
personal morale to be high and better than it was in the
past, but they pé!ceived their morale to be higher tkan that

of their peers. Job commitment, like job satisfaction, is
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also high as indicated by the high percentage of workers who
intend to remain with the conpany rather than seek jobs
el sewhere, the fewer than half of the hourly workers who
would prefer a job other than the one which they currently
hol d, the alnost 75 percent of the workers who would choose
the sane conpany again if looking for a job, approximtely
t he same nunberlmho have the opportunity on the job to do
the kind of mork they like to do, and the fewer than one-half
of the workers who have ever seriously considered quitting

their jobs.

One additional significant segnment of data emanates from
the workers comments as they answered the questions related
to what workers dislike nost about the company.  Tyenty-nine
percent of the workers spontaneously indicated that there
was not hing they disliked about the conpany, approxinately
one-fourth of the workers indicated they had no serious gripe
with the conpany and, when asked why nost people gujt their
jobs, almost a third of the responses related to |ow pay
rather than factors related to the job itself or the shipyard.

The data clearly indicate that both job satisfaction and
norale are high for the majority of production workers. \th
t hose workers who conpl ai ned about their conpany, the causes
tend to be varied. The areas where inprovenents tend to be
most needed from the production workers perceptions are as
follows: higher pay: physical working conditions, from poor

ventilation to inadequate safety conditions; poor quality



Job Commi t nment
Production Wrkers
Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned N=620

Question

Does your job give
you a chance to do
what you really
like to do?

I's there anr ot her
job you woul d rather
do that you have the
skill to do?

| f beginning again
the same job woul d
you choose this
conpany?

Have you ever
t hought of quiting
your job?

Wul d you guess
you' | | -be working
1 year, 2 years.

5 years, nore than
5 years?

How i s your” norale
at present?

s it better or
worse than it
use to he?

Table 2

Response

Yes
Sonet i nes
No

Don’t now

Yes
Maybe
No

Don't know

Yes
Maybe

No

Don't know

Yes
Sonet i nes
No

Don't know

l1year or

| ess

2

50r nore
Don’t now

Good

Fair

Poor

Don’t now

Better

Sane

Wor se
Don't know

and Mral e

Per cent

70%
11
19

36%
3

59
2

72 %

14%
10

10

67%
23

58%
16
26

%

3-

5
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and quantity of machines, equipnment and materials; inadequate
pl anni ng between various departnents, crafts, shops and
shifts; the poor conpany attitude toward the workers and

I nadequat e supervi si on.

Job I nmportance

Wth hourly production workers, shipbuilding was selected
as a place of enploynent primarily because, at a shipyard,

a job was available. Although a small percentage of workers
choose shipbuilding because of a love of the sea, or famly
tradition, or patriotic reasons, nost workers took a job

at the shipyard for such unromantic reasons as job availability,
pay, friends or relatives recomendations or appropriate

job training or experience. There was no nore positive
affective worker identification with obtaining a job in a

shi pyard, than in conparable industries.

Nearly all workers, however, deened shipbuilding to be
an inportant or essential industry, primarily for national
defense, for the national econony, for transportation of
goods and for providing jobs for workers. |n addition, 94%
of the workers believed that their own job was inportant or
necessary to some aspect of. constructing the ship or by
facilitating or supporting construction.

In spite of the high inportance the worker considers
both the shipbuilding industry and his own job to be in the
process of constructing ships, only about one-half of the

workers indicate that the conmpany in turn gives themthe



feeling that they are inportant.
the workers indicate that they get

fromtheir immediate superiors,
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Wil e about one-fifth of
recognition or conmendation

only a few stated that they

get recognition or comendation from the conpany or its

managenent. A |arger group believes the conpany has no

interest in them as persons,

gives recognition to themfor a job well

I's unaware of what they do, or

done. These results

tend to be in marked contrast to those which show the great

majority of workers who indicate that they believe their

job to be inportant.

Table 3

nmpor tance

Production Wrkers

Al Conpani es Combi ned N=62 o

Question

po you feel that
shipbuilding is
| nportant?

Do you feel that
your "particular job
I's i nportant?

How does your famly
feel about your job?

Does the conpany give
you a feeling that

you are inportant in
getting the job done?

| s there any maﬁ you
can influence the
company in anX

i nportant way

Response
Yes

Maybe

SO

Don’t know
Yes
Sonet i nes
No

Don’'t Know
Good

Fair

Poor

Don’'t Know
Yes
Sonet i nes
No

Don’t now
Yes
Sonet i nes
No

Don’t now

Per cent

96%



3-8

Wen, hourly production workers are asked whether they
believe they can influence the conpany in any inportant
ways fewer than 20 percent of the workers responded
positively. Workers in this group indicate that they believe
their influence was inportant to the conpany in the way they
performed their job, through their supervisor or foreman
t hrough. the conpany suggestion system or through the union.
The 64 percent of the workers who indicated that they could
not influence the conpany in perceptible ways cited that
It was futile to try, that the conpany didn't care or was
too big or set inits ways, or that their |ow position or
| ack of know edge prohibited their influence.

The data clearly indicate that the huge majority of
wor kers believe “that shipbuilding is an inportant or essential
industry in this country and that they personally are doing
an inportant job in getting ships constructed. |pn sharp
contrast, however, the average worker does not believe” that
t he conmpany considers himto be inportant in getting the job
done. |If the worker perception is accurate, does such an
attitude lead to optimal production; if the perception is
I naccurate, how can the conpany communication process be

inproved to reflect the accurate conpany attitude?

Working Conditions and Benefits
The workers attitude toward their working conditions

significantly, depending on the type of condition being
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eval uated, Mst workers believe the medical insurance
program the vacation policy and the working hours to be
positive factors. There is a nmixed opinion related to wages.
Some workers believe the pay to be superior to that in some
other conparable industries, other workers believe the pay
to-be average while still others believe the pay to be |ow
and not conparable to other conpanies or construction workers.
At a nore significant negative level, both the retirenent
and sick |eave prograns at nost conpanies are deened to be
I nadequat e.

The nobst common spont aneous conpl ai nt anong production
workers related to working conditions concerned the planning,
schedul i ng coordination and communi cation between crafts
and/or shifts, production workers and support services
wor kers, planners and producers or various other workeks and

groups within the yard (Table 5 Mre than 300 different
conpl aints were spontaneously made by the workers related to

the coordination effort. The second greatest nunber of
conplaints were related to inadequate equi pment and materials.
A third comon conplaint of the workers related to sonme .
aspect of the. physical working environnent under which they
worked. Safety was the physical factor nost frequently

di scussed but about as many believed the conpany to be

safety conscious and workig on inproving safety conditions
as believed the yard to be negligent related {o safety. nMore

frequent conplaints related to the imediate wrk environnent



Wrking Conditions and Benefits:
Production Wrkers

Tabl e 4

Conpensat ory

Al'l Conpani es Conbined N=620

Condi ti on/ Benefi t

Medi cal | nsurance

Vacati ons

Wages

Sick Leave

Retirement

Wor ki ng Hour s

Saf ety

*I'tem not *“conpensatory,

Response

Good
Falr

Poor

Don't know

Good
Falr
Poor
Don't know

Good
Falr
Poor
Don’ t

Good
Fair
Poor
Don’t Know

Good
Falr

Poor

Don’t Know

CGood
Falr
Poor
Don,t know

Good
Falr
Poor
Don’'t Know

Know

but included for

Per cent

57%
18

2 2 %

17%
15
36
32

86%

40%
25
35

addi ti onal

informatio
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such as job location, ventilation, house-cleaning. weather
and other related physical conditions.

AnQ her frequently nentioned conplaint area had to do
with the company climate or atnosphere which primarily
reflects the negative attitudes management. is perceived to

have towards the workers, such as perceived maltreatnent,

or lack of interest or concern by the conpany or its manage-
ment toward the workers. |n smaller proportions, the workers
conpl ai ned about non-job plant facilities such as inadequate
eating facilities or dirty washroons, and conpany rules and
regul ations such as those related to such diverse factors

as. overtine, safety glasses or sick |eave.

Table 5

Conpl ai nts About Wrking Conditions

Hourly Production \Wrkers
All Conpani es Conbi ned N=620

-Vol unt eered Conpl ai nt " Nunber
Pl ant Physical Conditions ° 245
Schedul i ng Coordi nation, Communication 315
| nadequat e Equi pment or Materials 289
Conmpany At nosphere 115
Non-Job Plant Facilities 67
Conpany Rules and Regul ations 55
Unspeci fied 46

Note: The total number of conplaints exceeds 620, because .
many workers volunteered several different conplaints or
vol unteered the same conplaint to several different questions.
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In sum nost every aspect of the working environnment

provided a source of grievance by at |east some of the hourly
production workers. The nost serious conplaints, however
were related on the physical side to those factors of
I nadequate safety, ineffectual machines, or poor worker
facilities, and to human factors, such as poor coordination
and planning, and conpany attitudes reflecting a perceived
disinterest in the workers welfare. Mst of the areas of
conplaints, both real or misperceived, tend to be renedia
if the local conpanies deemit inportant enough to change
the conditions related to the grievance and/or the conmuni-

cation process related to the clarification of the issues.

Perceptions of Qher Workers
The attitude of nost workers related to their co-workers
IS positive. In fact, one of the nost significant factors
Table 6
VWrkers' Perceptions of Cher Wrkers

Production Workers
Al Conpani es Conbi ned N=620

Question . Response Per cent
Howdo you feel Go od 90 %
about t'he guys you Fair 8
work with? Poor 2
Don’ t know --
How hard do you Hard 54A
feel the 9uys around Medi um 34
here work” Lax 12

Don’ t know --
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in the whole study is the high regard ppst workers have for
their peers, including both technical conpetence and
positive interpersonal relationships. oy the other hand,
only about one-half of the workers believed that the
majority of their fellow workers worked sufficiently hard
to do the job although, generally speaking, the closer the
proximty the higher the worker rated his peers. That is,
most workers opined that they worked harder than their
peers, that their inmrediate peers worked harder than workers
in most other departments and especially harder than in

certain support services.

Pronot i ons

Approxi mately 60 percent of the workers indicated that
they would like to be pronoted and gave comments varying
from “doesn’t everyone want pronotion?” to an interest in
more noney or a nore skilled or supervisory position. on
the other hand; many workers were uninterested in pronotion,
indicating that itwas “too nuch of a hassle” or toc nuch
pressure. or that the pay was insufficient, or a preference
for their own job,or that they were too old or too close
to retirenent.

Wiile the majority of workers' experienced a desire to
be pronoted, only about 35 percent of the workers indicated

that they believed that they would be pronoted. The reasons
stated for not anticipating pronotion include the follow ng:

too few openings, favoritism doing too good a job currently



and not enough

The workers
the fairness of
consi der the proc
Unfair, while nor

pronotion policy

training or

seniority.
have quite divergent
the pronotion process.
ess to be fair
e-than 10 percent
had

of the conpany or

as those who consider

were-fifam|liar
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opinions related t
About
it
Wt h

no opinion of it.

o

as many workers

t he

Wth those workers who considered the policy to be a fair

had

one, they nmentioned as reasons the use of nerit and the good
quality of the people who have been pronoted. Those who
consider the policy unfair indicated that there was too
much enphasis on seniority, mnorities were given preference,
outsiders were brought in and qualified persons who
served the conpany for a long tine had not been pronated.
-Table 7
Pronoti on
Production Wrkers
All  Conpanies Conbined pN=g20
Question Response Per cent
Do you have any Yes 61%
interest in being Sonet i mes
pronot ed? No 3: %%
Don’ t know --
Do you think you Yes 35%
will get Sonet i mes 13
pr onot ed? No 43
Don't know 9
Do you think the Yes 38%
pronotion process Sonet i nmes 16
is fair? " No 34
Don’t know 12
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The, nost significant trends related to pronotion are
the nunber of persons interested in pronotion, the discrepancy
between the desire to be pronoted and the expectancy of

pronotion, and the nunber of persons who do not know the

conpany pronotion policy or process.

Supervisor Rel ationshi ps

Mbst workers, approximately 75 percent, have a favorable
relationship with their immedi ate supervisor. Anong t he
positive factors nost frequently nentioned about their
supervisor was his technical conpetence, his fair treatnent
of workers, his good human relationships, his allow ng

workers to do their jobs and. his being hel pful. No negative
factors were consistently nmentioned though the range of
conments’ was broad from “overcritical” to "shows favoritisnt
to “inadequate |eader and communicator” to “technically

i nconpetent .*“

Wiile the relationships with the inmediate supervisor

were generally positive, this was not, in general, achieved

by the use of positive reinforcenent. Mre workers per-
ceived their boss to use negative reinforcenment (criticizing
a poor job) rather than positive reinforcenment (conplinenting

a good job), although many workers perceive their supervisor
to use both praise and reproof in realistic bal ance.
Furthernore, the imediate supervisor is the conpany

representative nost likely to be contacted by workers when

they have a problem  About 70 percent of the workers would
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first go to their imediate supervisor with a problem corn-
pared to 10 percent who would take their problens to the
uni on representative and 5 percent who would go to a company
wor ker or nanagenent representative (e.g. personnel depart-
ment) . Al of the data indicate that the worker’s
relationship with his inmediate supervisor not only is a
key one but that, for a significant najority of the workers,
it is also a positive. relationship. Further, the worker’s
relationship with the imrediate supervisor tends to be
better than the workers’ opinion of and relationship wth
hi gher managenent .

I 2 ble B

‘ Supervi sor-Wrker Rel ationships
Production Wrkers
Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned ‘N=620

Question Response Per cent

How do you feel Good 78%

about your boss Fair 1 4

as a supervisor? Poor 8
Don’t Know

Does your boss-tell Yes 61%

you when he feels Sonet i nmes 12

you have done a No 27

good job? Don’t Know

Does your boss tell Yes 71%

you when he feels Sonet i mes

you have done a No

bad. j ob? Don’'t Know 5

Does it go anywhere? Yes 71%
Somet i mes 9
No 10
Don’t Know 10
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Production Managenent

Production managenment is defined for the purposes of
data analysis as all managers directly related to production
bel ow the | evel of those directly reporting to the president.
These managers are further divided into mddle production
managenment and forenen, defined as the first |ine supervisor
directing the production workers, who are herein classified
as |ower production management. The piddle producti on manage-
ment group, which includes managers at all mddle |evels,
totaled 98, and. the |ower nmanagement group totaled 115,
The analysis of data related to production managenent foll ows

the sane-procedure utilized with the hourly production workers.

Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction among mddle and | ower production
management is high, with approximately 85 percent of both
groups indicating high job satisfaction. Wen this figure
Is conmpared with the 65 percent high job satisfaction indi-
cated by hourly production workers, it is clear that over 20
percent nore of the production managers have high job .
satisfaction. than is true of production workers.

Table 9

Job Satisfaction
Production Managenent
Al Conpani es Combi ned

MN(igI8e Mgt . LoNWelrlSNhgt.
Question Response Per cent Per cent
Considering every-  Good 85% 84%
thing, on a scale Aver age 12 16
fromlto 5 rate Poor 3 o

your overall job Don’t Know
satisfaction.
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Job Commitnent and Morale

As indicated in Table 10, 87 percent of both mddle
and |ower production managers like their jobs. The nost
frequent reasons given are first? job security, followed
in order of frequency, having an interesting or challenging
job, good pay and benefits, and appreciating the people wth
whom t hey work.

Approxi mately one-half of the managers in both groups
had considered quitting their jobs at sonme tinme in the past,
and only 59 pecent of mddle nmanagers (contrasted to 86
percent of the forenen)” were sure that they would choose
t he sane conpany again. On the other hand, 78 percent of
m ddl e nmanagenent and 84 percent of |ower managenent
believed that they would be working at the sanme conpany at
least five years in the future. There appears to be a strong
job conmmttment anong middle and |ower production managers
and, nore that any other analyzed group, the forenen have
strong positive identification with their conpanies.

Morale, like job commtnent, is high for both groups
of production nanagers, though sonewhat |ower than job
satisfaction. Their spontaneous coments suggest that the
difference nay be accounted for by the satisfaction nanagers’
experience with their own jobs conpared to, the.general
conpany atnosphere, i.e., they enjoy what they do on their
imediate job (job satisfaction) nore than the total conpany

(morale ) . Such a notion tends to be consistent with the



Job Conmi t nent

Tabl e 10

and Moral e

Producti on Managenent -

Al l
Question
Does your job
give you a chance ;
to do what you
really like to do
al ot ?

Is there any ot her
job you woul d rather
do that you have we
skill to do?

I f begi nning again
t he sanme job woul d
you choose this
conpany?

Rave you ever thought

of quitting your
j ob?

Wul d you guess

you' | | be working
1 year, 2 years,
5 years, nore -

than 5 years?

How i s your norale
at present?

Is it better or
worse than it use
to be?

How does your norale
conpare wth the
guys around you?

Conpani es Conbi ned

M ddl e Mhgt.

N=98
Response Per cent
Yes 89%
Sonet i nes 3
No 8
Don’t Know -
Yes 36%
Maybe” 1
No 63
Don’t know
yes 59%
Maybe 11.
No 11
Don’t Know 19
Yes 48%
Sonet i nes 8
No 43
Don't now 1
1 year 6%
2 years 10
5 or nore 78
Don't now 6
Good 81%
Fair 13
Poor 6
Don’t Know --
Better 57%
Sane 28
Wor se 15
Don’t know --
Better 54%
Sane 35
Wor se 10
Don’t know 1

Lower Mngt.
N=115
Per cent
87%
5
6
2
20%

78

86%
10

45%
50

3%
84

83%
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finding that the nmanagers perceive their own norale to be
distinctly higher than their fellow worKkers.

There is a strong consistency of answers with both
mddl e and | ower production managers to all questions related
to job commtnent and norale with one single exception,

i.e. whether the managers would prefer another job to the
one they currently hold. Mre than 15 percent of mddle

nmanagers preferred another job, meaning upward pronotion,
than did the forenen.

In conparing mddl e managers and foremen with hourly
production workers, the trends tend to be as follows: the
managenment groups tend to like their. jobs better than the
hourly workers, identify nore with the conpany, expect to
remain |onger with the conpany, have higher norale and

hi gher job satisfaction.

Job I nportance
Production nmanagers perceive both shipbuilding as an .
i ndustry and their own jobs to be highly inportant (Table
11) . Mddle and | ower nanagers are simlar in.answers to
all questions related to job inportance with the sinple
exception that nore mddl e managers believe that they can
have an inportant influence on the conpany than do the
foremen. The primary reason given for the difference is
that mddle nanagers are perceived to be closer to and nore

influential with top managenent.
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Table 11

Job I nportance
Producti on Managenent

Al Conpar ies Comned
M ddle Migt. Lower Mgt.
N=98 N- 115

Question Response Per cent Per cent
Do you feel that Yes 99% 98%
shi pbui | di ng Maybe 1 2
is inportant? No

Don’t Know T
Do you feel that Yes 99% 96%
your particular Sonet i nes 1. 4
Jjob is inportant? N o

Don’t Know
How does your Good _ 65%
famly feel about Fair 12 21
your j ob? Bad 6 4

Don’t Knew 4 lo
Does the conpany Yes 76% 77%
give you a feeling Somet i mes 11 11
that you are No 13 11
inportant in Don’t Know - 1

etting the job

one ?

Is there any way Yes . 715% 60%
you can influence Someti mes 6 7
the conmpany in an No 17 29
i nportant way? Don’t know 2 4
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The approximtely three out of four nmanagers who
perceive the conpany to consider themto be inportant (in
contrast to 50 percent of production workers) believe this
to be true for at |least one of the follow ng reasons: the
manager is conmmended or recognized by his inmmediate super-
visor or by conpany nanagenent (35 percent); he has a
responsible job (12 percent); he has received an increase
in salary (8 percent) and he is treated as a team menber
and as an inportant part of the conpany (5 percent).

Both mddle and | ower managers rate higher than pro-
duction workers in every “job inportance” category. The
differences are greatest in those areas related to how
I nportant the conpany deems the worker to be and, even nore,
to the small nunber of workers (18 percent) who feel they
i nfluence the conpany in inportant ways conpared to the 75

percent of mddle nmanagement.

Working Conditions and Benefits

Production managers tend to think highly of the fringe
benefits of their conpany with the single exception of the.
retirenent program which the managers rate |ower ratings
and which is understood |ess than the other benefits (Table
12) . Mddl e production managenent is nore satisfied with
both wages and fringe benefits than the forenmen with the
exception of working hours. Mddle nmanagers often begrudge
| ong hours on the job without obtaining what they perceive

to be appropriate conpany recognition or appreciation. On
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the other.hand, m ddle m-agers are nore satisfied with
their wages than are forenmen with only 15 percent of mddle
managers who considerltheir wages to be poor

The production nanagenent group is nore satisfied in
all areas reported in Table 12 than the hourly production
workers with the single exception of working hours where
the hourly. workers are slightly. nore satisfied. 1ne
difference is greatest for wages, with which the hourly
workers are distinctly less satisfied, with only. 40 percent
of the workers indicating that wages are good conpared to
66 percent of the m ddl e managers.

Tabl e 13 provides a conparison of specific conplaints
spont aneously expressed by production managers about shipyard
working conditions. The nost consistent conplaints relate
to the area of scheduling, coordination and onunication.
Some of these conplaints are concerned Wth {echnical aspects
or inconpetence, but nost of themrelate to systems or
comuni cations which are caused by interfactional, rather than
technical, failures. The data in Table 13 are consi stent
in that what tends to bother the mddle nmanagers are the sane
factors which tend to bother the forenen.

Further, with a single exception, the conplaints of
manager s about working conditions parallels. conplaints of
the workers. The single exception relates to plant physical
conditions, a conmon conplaint of the workers, but of alnost

no inportance to middl e management and only of mnor



Condi ti on/ Benefit

Medi cal | nsurance
Vacati ons

Waggé'

Sick Leave
Retirement

Wor ki ng Hours

Saf et y*
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Table 12
Wrking Conditions: Conpensatory
Production Managenent
Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned
M ddl e Mhgt. Lower
N=98 N=11

Response Percent Per cer
Good 79% 75%
Fair 10 i1
Poor 9 * 10
Don’t know 2 4
Good 79% 73%
Fair
Poor 12
Don’t know - - 15
Good 66% 59%
Fair 19 18
Poor 15 22'
Don’t know -- 1
Good 90% 0
Fair 5 ° ng
Poor 3
Don’t know -- 3
Good 56% 48%
Fair 18 20
Poor 20
Don’t know 12
Good 81% 86%
Fair 12 8
Poor 7 6
Don’t know -- .
Good 56% 62%
Poor 15 9

Don’t know 1 5

“conpensatory, “ but included for additional

Not e: *Item not
i nf ormati on.
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i nportance to the forenen. Further, the hourly workers
are much nore concerned about inadequate safety conditions
in the yard with 35 percent of the workers perceiving
safety conditions to be poor contrasted to 15 percent of
m ddl e managers and | ess than ten percent of the forenen.
Table 13
Wrking Conditions: Non Conpensatory

Producti on Management
Al'l Conpani es Conbi ned

M ddl e Mngt. Lower MNhgt.
_ N=98. _ N=115
Vol unt eered Conpl ai nt No. Conplaints No. Conplaints
Pl ant Physical Conditions 4
Schedul i ng Coordi nation, and 108 11 7
Conmuni cat i on
| nadequat e Equi prent or Materials 46 48
Conpany At nosphere 3 0 25
Non-Job Plant Facilities 2 y)
Conmpany Rul es and Regul ati ons 2 2
Unspeci fi ed 4 3

Note: The total nunber of conplaints exceeds the nunber

of managenent personnel, because many vol unt eered severa
different conplaints or volunteered the sanme conplaint to
several different questions.
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Wrkers' Perceptions of Qther Wrkers
Production nmanagers generally have a high opinion of
their fell ow workers. al though m ddl e nanagenent has a | esser
hi gh regard for them than do the forenen or hourly production
workers (Table 14) . In general, the forenens’ attitudes
toward their fellow workers tend to resenble nore the attitudes
of the hourly workers than m ddl e managers and, interestingly
enough, this is the only area in which such a paralle
relationship exists. In all others, there is a closer
rel ationship of responses between |ower and m ddl e managers
than either managenment group with the hourly workers.
Wth-regard to those workers who are preceived by their
fellows not to work hard, there is no consistent trend as
to the cause. The expressed causes varied, ranging from
personal factors such as “lazy” or “no pride in work,” to .
factors beyond the workers’ control, such as “poor scheduling”
or “faulty equipment.”
Tabl e’ 14
Wrkers’ Perceptions of O her Wrkers

Producti on Managenent
Al'l Conpani es Conbi ned

M ddle Migt. Lower Mgt.

' N=98 N=115
Question Response Per cent Per cent
How do you feel Good 82% 94%
about the guys you Fair 12 6
work with? Bad 6 -

Don’t know
How hard do the Har d 49% 54%
guys around Medi um 35 36
here work? Lax 15 10

Don’t Know 1 -
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Pronotion °

M ddl e and | ower production nanagement are in approximte
agreenent related to pronotions at the conpany, both in terns
of personal opportunity and the conpany pronotion process
(Table 15). Although a significant nunber of managefs
bel'ieve the promotion process of the conpany to be unfair,
the mejority consider the process to be a fair one. It is
noteworthy, too, that the proportion of nanagers who indi-
cate a desire to be promoted closely approxi mates the
nunber who believe the pronotion systemto be fair. Furt her |
t he number who expect to be pronoted is approximtely half
as large as those desiring pronotion.

Conparing the production nanagers responses with the
hourly workers, the managers have a distinctly better opinion
about the pronotion process at the conpany than do the hourly
workers. To a |esser degree, the managers tend to have a

greater desire to be pronoted than the workers and have a

hi gh expectation that pronotion wll naterialize.

Super vi si on
Production managers have a positive feeling toward their
i medi ate supervisor. Table 16 indicates that approximtely 80
percent of the managers have such a positive attitude, and
that only an insignificant number believe the relationship to

be poor. Conpared to the hourly workers, more feedback

both positive and negative, seens to occur between the



Question

i nt er est

Tabl e 15

Pronoti ons
Production Managenent
Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned

M ddl e Mhgt, Lower Mgt .

N=98 N=115

Response . Percent Per cent

Do you have any Yes 70% 66%
Somet i mes 6 7
bei ng pronot ed? No 24 2
Donct  Know 25

think you Yes 31% 36%
Somet i mes 14
pr onot ed?. No 40 39
Don’t know - 11

Do you think _ Yes . 65% 613%
promoti on Sonet i nes 17
IS No 24 19
.Don"t Know 4 3

manager and his supervisor than is true for the hourly
worker and his supervisor. The nanagers’ perceive their
supervisors as utilizing nore negative feedback than
positive, and this tends to be nore true of the pjddle
manager that the forenen.

Mbst nmanagers indicate a need for feedback from their
supervi sor although a small percentage of managers (seven
percent) indicated that feedback was unnecessary since they
know when they do a good or poor job and don’'t need to hear
it from anyone else. NMbst managers indicated a particular
appreciation for positive feedback but about five percent

bel i eved positive feedback to be inappropriate and
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unnecessary since the manager is expected to do a good job
and shoul d be told only when he is not neasuring up to
standard. Mbst managers perceive their supervisor to use
positive and negative feedback in balance, although approxi-
mately 15 percent conplained that their supervisor invariably
used negative feedback and sel dom used positive.

Conmpared to hourly workers, the two nost evident
differences are that the managers receive nore feedback,
especi al |y negative feedbacks, and believe that their
probl ens get action fromthe company nuch nore frequently
than do the hourly workers.

.Table 16

Super vi si on
/ﬁnoqggtlon Nh%%%%nenh
pant €3 'ne M ddl e Migt. Lower WMgt.

_ N=98 N=115
Question Response Per cent Per cent
How do you feel Good 81% 86%
about your boss Fair 11 10
as a supervisor? Poor 6 9
Don’t Know 2 2
Does your boss Y e s 64% 0
tell %men he feels Sonetines 10 - ZIA
you have done a No 25 12
good j ob? Don’t know 1 -
Does your boss Yes 82% 0
tell when he Sone tines 59/ 749A)
feels you have No - 12 15
done a bad job? Don’t Know 1 )
Wien %ou approach  Yes 83% 89%
your boss or Sonet i nes 11 5
someone el se on a No 4 6
problem does it Don’t Know 2 -

go anywhere?
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Support Servi ces Managenent

Support services managenent s defined for the purposes
of this study to include all managers who were not directly
responsi bl e for production but rather related to production
with sone kind of professional (engineering, nedical) or non-
professional (clerical, secretarial) support service. This
group is generally divided into two groups, nanely, depart-
nment managers, herein designated as | ower managenent, and
those managers above the departnent |evel who do not directly
report to the president, designated as m ddl e panagenent.
The m ddl e nmanagenent group nunbered 49 nanagers, and the

| ower managenent. group nunbered 76.

Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction anong m ddle and | ower support services
managenent is high, with nore than 80 percent of both groups
indicating high job satisfaction (Table 17). This figure
conpares favorably with production managers and is higher
t han support services workers (71 percent) and hourly pro-
duction workers (65 percent).
Table 17
Job Sati sfaction

Support Servi ces Managenent
Al'l Conpani es Conbi ned

M ddle Migt. Lower WMgt.

_ N=49 N=76
Questi on Response Per cent Per cent
Consi dering every- Good 81% 85%
thing, on a scale Aver age 15 14
froml to 5, rate Poor 4 1

your overall job Don’t Know
satisfaction.
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Job Comm t ment and Moral e

Table 18 -learly indicates that support services nanagers
like their jobs, wth-mddle managenent giving a somewhat
higher rating than |ower nanagement. |n conparing these
figures with other worker group’s, support services managers
like their jobs nore than hourly or salaried production or
support.services workers, but less than production managers.
The reasons support services mddle managers give for |iking
their jobs approxi mtes those given by production managers;
nanely, job security, salary and fringe benefits, interesting
job and conparabl e workers. Lower support services nanagers
indicate, in contrast, that they like their jobs prinmarily
because of “the people”, their fellow workers, and to a
| esser degree an interesting job, |iking shipbuilding, the
quality product, and the plant location. |n further contrast
to the other groups, “considerably nore | ower nanagers
mentioned pay to be what they disliked, rather than |iked,
about their job.

Wth nost other areas related to job commitnent and
noral e, support service nmanagers were conparable to the other
groups, including norale which perceived to be high, better
than it used to be and better than the norale of fellow
workers. (ne less consistent finding is that while 73 percent
of mddl e nanagement woul d choose the sane conpany again,
only 60 percent of |ower nanagenent concurred. By contrast,

only 45 percent of |ower managers and 73 percent of mddle



Suppor t

Questi on

Does your job

give you a chance
to do what you
really like to

do slot?

Is there any other
job you woul d
rather do that

you. have the skil
to do?

| f-beginning again
the sane job would

you choose
conmpany?

this

Have you ever

t hought

of

quitting vyour

j ob?

Wul d you guess

you’

1 year,
5 years,

t han

be working
2 years,

, hor e
5 years?

How is your
noral e at
present ?

Is it
wor se

better or
than it

use to be?

How does vyour

nor al

e

conpare

with the guys
around you?

Table 18
Job Commtnent and Morale
Servi ces Managenent
Conpani es Conbi ned
M ddl e Mngt.
Response
Per cent
Yes 829
Sonet i mes 10
No 8
Don’t know -
yes 52%
Maybe --
No
Don’t know 4§
Y es 73%
May b e 4
No 21
Don’t  know 2
Yes 73%
Soneti mes 4
No 2 3
Don’t know --
1 year 17 %
2 years 7
5 or nore 73
Don’t know 3
Good 73%
Fair 17
Poor 10
Don’t know --
Better
Sane 44%
Wor se 29
Don’t know --
Better 4 %
Sane 41
Wor se 10
Don’t know --

3-32

Lower WMngt.
Per cent
77%

17
1

26%
68

60%
12
17
1l

45%
47

9%
11
80

17%
16

47%
28
25

51%

14
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managers ever considered seriously quitting their |jobs.
Further, 52 percent of mddle managers contrasted with 26
percent of |ower mnanagers indicated that they preferred a
different job. These data are difficult to interpret but

the qualitative interview data suggest that the |ower manage-
ment group has higher job identification, has |ess intense
need to be pronoted but, at the sane time, somewhat |ess

conpany identification.

Job I nportance

Al questions related to job inportance indicate that
both mddle and |ower support services nmanagers consider
both shipbuilding and their own particular job to be highly
important (Table 19) . Toa lesser, yet still inportant
degree, both groups feel that their famlies feel good about
their jobs, and that their conpanies, in turn, believe them
to be inportant in getting the job done. The only trend of
di screpancy in this whole pattern relates to |ower nanagers
perceptions about their influence upon the conpany. The
majority of |ower support services nanagers believe they do
i nfluence the conpany in inportant ways but, anong these, t he
nost frequently expressed reason for this influence is
through the normal course of attenpting to do good work on
one’s own job. Lower support services nanagers do not perceive

that they have a significant influence upon the conpany other

than through their current job. This trend in support services
managers parallels production managers in a significantly

simlar pattern.



Table 19
Job I nportance
Support Services Managenent
Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned
M ddl e WMnhgt.
_ N=49
Question Response Per cent
Do you feel that Yes 96%
shi pbui I di ng Maybe 4
S No o
i mportant? Don’t Know --
Do you feel that Yes 99%
your particular Soneti nmes 1
job is No .-
i nportant? Don’t know --
How does your Good 677
fanmily feel about Fair 10
your job? Bad 15
Don’t know 8.
Does the conpany Yes 71%
give you a Sonet i nes 12
feeling that you No 17
are inportant in pon't Know --
getting the job
done ?
I sthere any way Yes 73%
you can influence Sonetines 8
the company in an nNo 17
I mportant way? Don’t know 2
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Lower
N=76
Per cent

98%

Mnhgt .

7 0 %
16
14

71%

17

59%

32
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Wor ki ng Conditions and Benefits

Support services managers, with the single exception
of retirement, rate fringe benefits high (Table 20).

Wages, on the other hand, are rated | ower by support services
m ddl e nanagers than any other managenent group, witlin only

48 percent of the middle managers perceiving their salaries
to be good and 23 percent perceiving themto be poor.

By contrast, support services managers have the highest
regard for safety conditions of any conparable group with
about two-thirds of the managers perceiving safety to be
good conpared to only 40 percent of production workers.

Table 21 indicates that the area of scheduling, planning
and conmuni cation clearly heads the |ist of spontaneous
complaints comng fromboth mddle and | ower support
services mmnagers. Like production managers, these nanagers
conpl ain not so nuch about technical inconpetence of
personnel but of inadequate systens which | ack adequate
initial planning which produces additional inefficiency in
attenpting to coordinate and communi cate down the change of
command. Wth all workers at all levels, this is the greatest
source of conplaint related to working conditions.

The second area of conplaint, conpany atnosphere, relates
to numerous factors, including the aforenentioned ineffective
coordination and comunication. Oher factors related to conpany

at nosphere include co-worker interaction. \hile nost workers



S

Condi ti on/ Benefit

Medi cal

| nsur ance

Vacations

Wages

ick Leave

Reti r enent

Wor ki ng

-
5
o)

Ev. ".
"

Safety*

*1tem not

Hour s

“conpensatory,

Table 20
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Working Conditions and Benefits

Support Services Management

All Companies Combined

Response

Good
Fair
Poor

- Don't Know

Good

Fair

Poor
Don't know
Good
Faiy.
Poor
Don't know
Good

Fair

Poor

Don't know

Good
Fair
Poor

Don't Rnow

Good
Fair
Poor
Don't know
Good
Fair
Poor
Don't know

but included for

Middle Mngt. Lower Mngt.

N=49 .
Percent

73%
17

addi ti ona

. N=76
Percent

80%
°
7
4

79%
15

5

65%
20
15

i nf ormati on.
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tend to be satisfied with their fell ow workers, when
conpl aints arc nmade about their peers or subordinates, the
conplaints relate nmore to technical inconpetence than inter-
personal variables, whereas when workers conplain about their
supervisors, it is the opposite, that is, conplaints related
to supervisors are prinmarily related to personal factors, such
as attitude or communication deficiencies rather than technical.

Conmpl aints related to working conditions show simlar
trends for both groups of support services managers, i.e.
what bothers one group tends to bother the other. Furt her
with the exception of plant physical conditions and inadequate
equi prent which is a nbre common conplaint of production
managers and hourly workers, the support services conplaints
show simlar trends to all other groups in the sanple.

Table 21
Conpl ai nts About Working Conditions

Support Servi ces Managenent
Al'l Conpani es Conbi ned

Mddle Mgt. Lower Mgt.

Vol unt eered Conpl ai nt hb.h%gﬁplaints hgk7gbnplaints
Pl ant Physical Conditions 5 5
Coordi nati on, Scheduling, Communication 68 80
| nadequat e Equi prent or Materials 11 19
Conpany At nosphere 32 30
Non-Job Plant Facilities -- 2
Conpany Rules and Regul ati ons 1 0

Unspeci fi ed

Note:  The total nunber of conplaints exceeds the nunber of
personnel , because many vol unteered several different conplaints
or volunteered the same conplaint to several different questions.
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Wor kers’ Perceptions of Co-Wrkers
Support services nmanagers, |ike all other categories
of shipyard workers, have a high regard for the people with
whom they work (Table 22) . Consistently, workers indicate
that their relationships and interactions with their peers
is one of the nost positive aspects of their work situation.
To a | esser degree, but still high, 74 percent of mddle
managenent consider that their fell ow workers, which includes
subordi nates and bosses as well as peers, work hard. Thi's,
is a significant figure in that it represents the highest
rating of any group interviewed, i.e. roughly 25 percent
nore support services mddle managers believe their fell ow
workers work hard than any other managenment, salaried or
hourly group. Lower support services managers are nore
akin to the ratings of the other groups which believe that
about one-half of their fell ow workers work hard.
Tabl e 22
Wor ker s’ Perceptyons of Co-Wrkers
Support Services Managenent

Al'l Conpani es Conbi ned
M ddl e Mhgt. Lower Mngt.

N=49 N=76
Question Response Per cent Per cent
How do you feel Good 90% 89%
about the qguys Fai r 10 11
you work with? Poor N

Don’t know
How hard do the Har d 74% 56%
guys around Medi um 14 29
here work? Lax 1 2 14

Don’t know - 1
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Pronotion

The desire to be pronoted is the highest anong the
support services mddl e managenent group conpared to any other
group in the shipyards and, with the exception of the
prof essi onal support services group, has a higher percentage
who believe they will be promoted. Although the managers
who expect to be pronoted (42 percent) nunber only about
one-half of those who desire pronotion (81 percent), t he
former figure is still higher than all other groups except
the professional group (Table 23; Table 31).

Further, the mddle nanagenent group has a greater
faith in the shipyards pronotion procedures than any other
group and, in this area, far exceeds the professional group
by nearly.one quarter of their workers. Seventy percent

consider the pronption process to he fair conpared to

45 percent of the professional group. The nost f requent

reasons given for those who believe pronotions to be unfair
are that pronotions at times are alloted, not on nerit,

but on favoritism “politics” or personality.

Supervi sor Rel ationshi ps

Managers in support services, consistent with all other

groups, have a high regard for their imediate supervisor

(Table 24). About 80 percent of both groups consider their

supervisor to be good and only 10 percent consider himto

be poor. Also consistent with all other groups is the
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Tabl e 23
Pronot i ons

Support Services Managenent
Al'l Conpani es Conbi ned

Mddle Mgt. Lower Miyq

_ N=49 N=76
Question Response Per cent Per cent
Do you have apy Yes 81% 0
I nterest Sonet i mes 2 7gﬁ)
bei ng pronoted? No 17 27

Don’t Know -- - -
Do you think you . Yes 42% 9
Wi IV get Sonet i mes 8 i 35/6
pronot ed? No 40 51

Don’t know 10 8
Do you think . Yes 70% 39%
the pronotion. Sonet i mes 16 19
process 1Is No 14 37
fair? Don't know - 5

much nore frequent use of negative reinforcenent than positive
al though nost of the managers indicated that the pegatijve

f eedback was done normally in a hel pful, rather than

| nappropriate manner.

The managers in both groups generally ascribe the sane
positive supervisory qualities to their bosses, nanely,
"comuni cates well” and “is technically conpetent” and “gives
you freedomto operate” (“lets you alone”). However the |ast
quality (freedom) was nentioned twice as often by mddle
managers as a positive supervisory quality than was nentioned
by |ower nmanagers. On the other hand, being “helpful” was
t he nost frequent positive quality nentioned by | ower

managenent, and infrequently nentioned by m ddl e managers.
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Tabl e 24

Supervi sor Rel ationshi ps
SURPOH Services Management
| Conpani es Conbi ned

M ddl e Migt. Lower WMngt.

_ N=49 . N=76
Question Response Per cent Per cent
How do you feel Good 82% 79%
about your boss Fair
as a supervisor? Poor 10 10
Don’t Know 2 4
Does your boss Yes 59% 9
tell &hen he feels Sormet i nes 4 ’ 69&
you have done a No 3 3 33
good j ob? Don’t know 4 --
Does your boss Yes -81% 9
tell when he Sormret i nes 2 o
feel s you have No 15 16
done a bad job? Don’t Know 2 ' 5
Wien you approach Yes 76% 80%
your Dboss or Sonet i nes 12 14
soneone el se on No 12 5
a problem does Don’t know 1

it go anywhere?

Support Services Personnel

Oiginally it was deemed appropriate to anal yze pro-
fessi onal support services personnel separate from non-
prof essional, but an early perusal of the data indicated
that the simlarity among these two groups was sufficiently
great to consider themtogether. The result in both groups,
then, will be discussed in this section of the report.” Each
group contains a sanple of the various job titles within

each area and, from these groups, the persons interviewed
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were randomy selected. The professional support services

group contains 62 persons and the non-professional 208.

Job Satisfaction
As indicated in Table 25, the results related to job
satisfaction are identical for the the two groups. Job satis-
faction tends to be high, although not as high as any of
the management groups, and slightly higher than the hourly
production workers.
Table 25
Job Satisfaction

Support Services Personnel
Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned

Pr of essi onal Non- Pr of essi

N=62 N=208
Question . Response Percent . Per cent
Consi dering every- Good 70% 71%
thing on a scale Aver age 23 23
froml to 5, rate Poor 5 5
your overall job Don’t know 2 1

sati sfaction.

Job Commi tnent and Morale

Wth nost questions related to job commtnent and norale
the non-professional workers scored higher than did the
prof essional workers (Table 26) . This trend is especially
pronounced in the questions related to thoughts about
quitting ones job and the prediction about still working with
the same conpany five years or nore in the future. Wth
t he non-professional group, 40 percent of the workers indicated

that they had ever thought of quitting conpared to 56 percent
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of the professional. group, and, in ternms of |ong tenure

with the conmpany, only 57 percent of the professional group

indicated that they believed that they would still be working
with the sane conpany five years into the future conpared to
77 percent of the non-professional workers. The professional

workers' projection of longetivity of-job is the |owest of

any of the tested groups. Related worker comments, however,
indicate that this reflects less a dissatisfaction wth the

current job as it does the recognition that jobs' tend to
be conparatively nore plentiful for professional personne
whi ch make the professional.a nore nobile worker to take
a job elsewhere if pronotions don’'t occur or opportunities
or. benefits no | onger seem satisfying.

In ternms of what these workers |ike and dislike nost

about their jobs, there are some interesting differences.
\Whereas the non-professional group tends to enphasize job
security and the people nost about their jobs, the pro-
fessional group talks nmore about the intrinsic enjoynment in
what they are doing on the job, the pride in the product
and its worknmanship, and the conpany |ocation. In terms of
what the workers dislike the nost, both groups conplain about
wages and benefits but even nore inportant to the professiona
group is what they believe to be an unhealthy conpany attitude

in the sense that they perceive the conpany to denonstrate

little interest, respect or appreciation to the professional
wor ker .
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Tabl e 26

Job Comm t nent

Sup port Services Personne
Al 1 Conpani es Conbi ned

Response

" Yes

Someti mes
No
Don’t Know

Yes

Maybe

No

Don't know

Yes
‘ Maybe
No

Don’ t know

Yes
Sonmet i mes
N o]
Don’'t Know

1 year

2 years

5 or nore
Don’t Know

Good
Fair
Poor
Don’'t Know

Better

Same

Wor se

Don’'t Know

Better

Same

Wor se

Don't Know

and NMoral e
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Pr3£§§fional' Non—%ﬁgﬁﬁfsional

Per cent

71%
14
15

40%

51

68%

21

56%

41

15%

57
11

74%

11

60%
24
16

47%
45

Per cent

75%
11
14

35%

57

75%
17

40%

51

10%

51%
26
23

49%
45
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Job | nportance

The support services groups, |ike all the shipyard
personnel, believe that both shipbuilding and their particular
job is inportant (Table 27) . There is, however, another
trend which appears significant with the professional group.
Al t hough recognizing their job to be inportant, they deem
it less so than any other group in the shipyard. Furt her .
of all the personnel groups, fewer of the professional
workers perceive that the conpany gives them the feeling
that they are inportant in-getting the job done, and fewer
than one-half of the professional group believe that. they
can influence the conpany in any inportant way. Wen asked
why, the professional tends to respond wth answers such as,
“my poor inmmge,“ “its futile to try.” As stated earlier,
the professional group has the greatest predilection to
consider noving to another conpany and; along with job
availability, a primary cause for this need for nobility

is the professional's perception that the conpany doesn’t

care.

Wrking Conditions and Benefits

Wth the exception of retirement, the support services
group tend to be satisfied with the fringe benefits program
of the shipyards generally, less so than the managenent
group but, again, nore than production workers (Table 28)

However, only 42 percent of the professional group and 28
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Question

Do vyou-feel-that
shi pbui |l di ng
is inportant?
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job is
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Tabl e 27

| npor t ance
Servi ces
Conpani es

Per sonnel
Combi ned

Response

Sonet i nes

Sonet i nes

Sonet i nes

Pr of essi onal
N =
Per cent

98%
5

53%
20%
27

45%
13
35
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Non- Pr of ess
N=208
Per cent

97%
1
1

93%

68%
11

16

62%
12

36%

49
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percent of the non-professional believe the retirenment
program to be a good one. Judging by the fact that about
20 percent answered l“don’t know', this deficit
does not seem to be of mmjor concern to the workers. Wages,
especially with the non-professional group., appear +tg be
of greater concern with only 46 percent believing the wages
to be good.

Wrking conditions, not related to conpensation, show a
simlar trend to that prevalent with the other personnel
groups (Table 29) . Schedul ing and coordination of work
effort, particularly with the professional group, tend to
be a primary conplaint related to the work effort. The
conplaints relate less to technical inconpetence of
personnel than to inadequate planning systens ineffectively
communi cated to the various Segnents of the work force
Both groups, and especially the non-professional group in
proportion to other conplaints, registers conplaints about
conpany atnosphere. The faulty conpany atnosphere has many
di mensions, but to the support services workers it neans
primarily a perceived |ack of conpany interest and concern
in them as inportant persons acconpanied with a conmunications
probl em which prevents optimm effectiveness and interaction.

Pl ant physical conditions are not a serious problem
with the support services workers although safety conditions
at the shipyard are of nobre concern to these personnel than

to any other group except the hourly production workers.
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Table 28

Wrking Conditions
Support Services Personnel
Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned

Pr of essi onal Non- Byoaf essi on
N=62 =20
Condi ti on/ Benefit Response - Per cent Per cent
Medi cal | nsurance Good 60% . 67%
= Fair 26 14
g% Poor 14
Don’ t know 11 5 -
C Vacati ons Good 74 % 71%
-3 . Fair 18 13
Poor 8 16
Don't Know .- --
Wa g e s Good 61% 46%
Fair 23 27.
P oor 16 27.
Don’t Know . —— -
E Sick Leave Good A 62%
: Fair 11 | G
Poor 8 22
Don’ t Know 7 . 6
C
Retirement Good 42% *“ 28%
;‘7 Fair 22 19
[ Poor 15 34
Don't Know 21 19.
Wor ki ng Hours Good 84% 86%
. Fair. 3. 8
Poor 13 6
£ Don’t Know --
=
Safetys* Good 57% 55%
o , . Fai r 16 21
L Poor 16 15
Don’t Know 11 3

o

*I'tem not “conpensatory, “ but included for additional jnfornation.
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Only about 55 percent of these workers consider safety to
be good and about 15 percent of these workers consider
safety conditions at the yard to be poor
Tabl e 29
Conpl ai nts About Wbrking Conditions

Support Servi ces Personnel
Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned

Pr of essi onal Non- Pr of essi onal
_ N=62 N=208
Vol unt eered Conpl ai nt No. Conplaints No. Conplaints
Pl ant Physi cal Conditions 4 23
Schedul i ng, Coordi nati on, 47 - 159
Conmuni cat i on
| nadequat e Equi pment  or 11 54
Materi al s
Conpany At nosphere * 4 0 74
Non-Job Plant Facilities 7 . 27
Conpany Rul es and Regul ations 4 5
Unspeci fi ed 0 9

Note: The total nunber of conplaints exceeds the nunber of
personnel, because many vol unteered several different

conpl aints or volunteered the same conplaint to severa
di fferent questions.

Workers' Perceptions of O her Wrkers

The working relationships with peers and other workers is
very high with support services groups and, in fact, one of
the nost contributory positive aspects leading to job satis-
faction (Table 30). Further, the high esteem w th which these
groups hold their fellow workers is conparable to that of the
ot her groups and the majority, although a small majority, of

t he support workers deemtheir fellows to be hard workers.
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Table 30

Workers’' Perceptions of O her Wrkers

Support Services Personne
Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned
Pr of essonal Non- Pr of essi ona
N=208
Questi on Response Per cent Per cent
How do you feel Good 87 % 93%
about the guys you Fair 6 4
work with? Bad ) 3 2
Don’t Know 2 - -
How hard do the Har d 57% 58%
guys around Medi um 26 31
here work? Lax 13 7
Don’t know - 2 1
Pronoti on

. The desire for pronotion is high and about the sane as

found in the other groups (Table 31), with the nobst frequent

responses being “of cour

se” related to seeking pronotion.

The usual discrepancy between wanting to be pronoted and

expecting to be pronoted

are found in. these groups, especially

with the non-professional workers.

Further, in all groups studied, the non-professiona

support services group had a | ower percentage of those who

believe the pronotion process to be fair. |In fact, it is the only

group inwhich about as
pronoti on process to be
The overwhel m ng reason
group for the charge of

frequently perceived to

many wor kers perceive the shipyard
unfair than perceive it to be fair.
expressed by the non-professional
unfairness is that pronotions are

be given on the basis of favoritism
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politics or personality rather than worker nerit. Al though

simlar conplaints of favoritism are given by the pro-

fessional group, i.e. 25 percent of those conplaining about

unfairness in the process, other factors are also cited such

as pronoting from the outside rather than within, |ack of

effective pronotion procedures and the technical inconpetence

of those making the decisions to judge quality of performance.

Table 31

Pronot i ons
Support Services Personnel

Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned

with nore than 75 percent

those relationships and only about

pr of essi onal
N=62

15 percent

Non- Pr of essi onal
N=208

Questi on Response Per cent Percent
Do you have any Yes 0 9
interest in Soneti mes ro% 7%
bei ng pronoted? No 1
Don’t know 2 1
Do you think Yes 49 % 9
you wll get Sonet i nes 8 o3
pr onot ed? No 40 50
Don't know 3 8
Do you think e s 47%
the pronotion Sonet i nes 21 ig%
process 1is No 21 42
o ,
fair” Don't know 11 15
Supervisory Relationships
The relationships between imediate supervisor and the
support services worker are perceived to be of high quality

of the workers feeling good about

per cei vi ng
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themto be poor (Table 32). The nost frequent positive
coment related to the supervisor by the .professional group
is his technical conpetence, imediately followed by factors
related to personal interaction such as the follow ng:
fair, understanding and reasonable, gjves the worker freedom
to do the job, has good personal and interpersonal qualities,
communi cates wel |.

The professional group is the only group at the ship-
yards who perceive their supervisor to use positive rein-
forcement nore frequently than negative reinforcenent.
Further, they tend to believe that feedback is given
frequently, that the positive and negative feedback isin
bal ance, and that even negative feedback tends to be given
In a constructive manner. Mst of the non-professional
workers conplain that they do not get sufficient feedback
ei ther positive or negative, and that when feedback is
given, it tends to be negative, rather than positive.

However, with both groups the. supervisor-worker relationships
tend to be positive ones and conplaints related to super-
vision tend to be directed nore toward upper nmanagenent or

the company than to the immediate supervisor



Table 32
Supervi sory Rel ationshi ps
Support Services personnel
Al'l  Conpani es Conbi ned
Pr of essi onal

_ N=62
Question Response Per cent
How do you feel Good 79%
about your boss Fair 5
as a supervisor? Poor .15

Don’t know 1

Does your boss Yes 68%
tell when he Sonet i mes 8
feel s you have No 24
done a good Don’t know
j ob?
Does your boss Yes 58%
tell when he Sonet i nmes 4
feel s you have No 34
done a bad job? Don’'t Know 4
When you approach Yes 81%
your boss or Somet i mes
sonmeone el se on No 1 3
a problem does Don’t know 2

it go anywhere?
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Non- Pr of essi onal
N=208
Per cent

77%

14
1

60%
7
32
1
63%

24,

76%
10
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| nt er - Conpany  Conpari sons

Hourly Production Wrkers

Followng the analysis of interview data for the conposite
of the ten shipyards, an analysis was nade of the individual
yards for the purposes of conparing the conpanies on the
vari ables studied. The results are presented anonynously

in order to protect the l|ocal shipyards from possible public

i dentification. The identification of the l|ocal yards and
any requested pertinent local data will be provided only to
the official representatives of the local yard, and wll con-

tain only.those data which have. been obtained from the |ocal
yard making the request.

The following presentation of the data conparing | ocal
conpanies wll be organized according to the procedures used

in presenting the conposite data interns of narrative and

t abl es. However, one additional conparison will be made in
this section of the report. In conparing conpanies, the
tables will present a sunmary of the results by local conpany

and, in addition, indices of inter-conpany conparisons wll

be presented for each of the six data categories. The indices

of inter-conpany conparison were developed by designating each
yard falling over one standard error of a percent above the

nmedi an percent for all yards as “relatively high, “ each falling
under one standard error below the nedian percent as “relatively
law and those in between as “in between.” These indices show
relative standing only; a “relatively low index neans onl,

that the percent for that yard is |lower than the other yards,
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not that it is low in any absolute sense.

Job Satisfaction

The conposite data presented earlier (p. 3-3) indicated
that the workers,in all conpanies tend ;gward hi gh job satis-
faction, and the following data verify ipnat trend for th,
i ndividual conpanies (Table 33). on a copparative basis,
however, four conpanies, nanely conpanies E, F, H and J tend
to rate distinctly higher in job satisfaction than the other
six, and two conpanies (C and G rate gistinctly |ower than
t he other eight.

Table 33

-Job Satisfaction
Hourly Production Wrkers

Per cent ages by Conpany

Question Response A B C D E F G J
Consi dering every- . Good 60 56 49 58 75 71 48 70 58 73
thing on a scale Aver age 30 35 47 29 21 19 38 23 29 23
from1l to 5 rate Poor 5641341011609 4
your overall job Don't nNOwW 2 3 --- -—---- -~ 3 14 - -

sati sfaction.

Job Commtnent and Morale

O the eight questions concerned with job conmmtnent and
norale, “the questions related to quitting one’s job and the
consistency of norale tend to show the greatest inter-conpany
differences (Table 34) . Further, a positive relationship exists
between the question related to quitting ones job and job satis-
faction and norale, i.e. the greater the job satisfaction, the
hi gher the norale and less the inclination to quit one’s job.
On the other hand, there tends to be a negative relationship

between job satisfaction and the desire to have .a different job.



Question

Does your job give ,
you a chance to do
what vyou really
like to do slot?

Is there any other
job that you would
rather do that you
have the skill to
do?

If begining again
the sane job would
you choose this
conpany?

Have -you ever

t hought of qguitting
your job?

Wul d you guess
you' Il be working

1 year, 2 yearsg

5 years or

nor e?

How is vyour

noral e at

present ?

Is it better or

worse than it
use to be?

How does vyour
noral e conpare
wi th.the guys
around you?

Not e:
|l ess than 100%
*Data were not

Non-i ncl usi on of

avai l able for
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Table 34

Job Conmmi t nent

Hourly Producti

Response

Yes
Sonet i mes
No
Don't know
Yes

Maybe

No

Don’t Know

Yes
Maybe
No
Don't know
Yes
Sonet i nes
No .
Don't know
1 year or

| ess

2 years

5 years or
mor e
Don't know
Good
Fair
Poor .
Don’ t now
Better
Same
Wor se
Don't Know
Better
Same
Wor se
Don't know

no

A

74
16

27
5
66
2

72
5

14:

9

37

11

70
11

60
29
11

52
34
13

1

40
47
7
6

response answers account

Conpani es |

and Moral e
on Wrkers

Percent ages by Conpany
B C D E F G H I J
7168 64 76
20 7
21 21 13 17
- , 3 3 - -

63 63 79
14 13 2
23 21 16
-- 3 3

62 71
15 10
23 18.

37 38 20 41. 29 38 43 42 37
2 8 6 2 3 2 3 710
61 49 56 62 60 51 45 52
5 5 1 6 - 3 6 1

72 70 78 60 71 67 72 71 72
4 14 7 10 6 7 5
19 2: 4 30 19 20 21 15 20
5 3~ 3 4 3 1 7 2

49 55 41 30 42 56 37 37 24
T 10 3 10 2 8
50 38 54 60 55 39 53 61 65

17 11 11 8 19 18 17 * *
13 6 4 17 6 3 10 * *
4 66 73 61 64 72 B8 * *
56 17 12 14 11 7 5 * *
58 55 73 76 76 60 71 * *
21 32 18 17 18 31 24 * ¢
2113 9 7 6 7 5 : ¥

_ *

S

47 47 54 56 66 70 59 * ¥
21 32 31 31 12 21 31 * *
31 19 15 14 21 7 Lo * *

1 2 -- - 1 2 .- * *
25 55 53 60 37 49 31 * ¢
63 40 38 30 54 44 42 * *

7-- 4 7 5 5 7 : :

5 5 5 3 4 2
for

and J

per cent ages
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I n conparing conpanies, Conpany J scores higher conpared
to the other conpanies in three of the eight questions with
no ratings at the |ower end, whereas conpanies B and C score
at the lower end in four of the eight questions with no ratings
at the higher end. The differences between conpany J and
companies B and C tend to be inposing differences, wWith the

remai ning. conpani es rated between these two extrenes.

Job I nportance

Table. 35 includes those questions which relate to the
wor kers’ perceptions of job inportance. The data clearly
i ndi cate that nost of the workers fromall ten conpanies
bel i eve that both building ships and their particular job,
in contributing-to the process of shipbuilding, are inportant.
Further, there is little variance between conpanies. By
contrast, there are considerable differences between conpanies
in regard to how inportant the workers perceive the conpany
considers themto be, varying fromvery high & two conpani es
to very lowin three. There is less variance ampng conpanies
when workers are asked if they feel they influence the
company in any inportant ways, and generally all ratings are
low That is, 36 percent of the workers in the highest
conpany to only seven percent in the |owest conpany give an
affirmative answer to the workers perceptions that they
importantly influence their conpany and, anong the workers
who answer affirmatively, the nost frequent reason given is

fhat the influence comes by doing good work on their own

particular job. Further, the workers who perceive their
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Table 35

Perceptions of Job Inportance
Hourly Production Wrkers

Percent ages by Conpany

Question Response A B C D E F G H I 3
Do you feel that Yes 87 98 90 95 94 100 95 97 94 92
shi pbui | di ng Maybe 6 - 8 2 3 - 5 3 == 5
is inportant? No 4 2 2 2 -7 o oms - -

Don't know 3~ 1 3 -- -~ .- 6 3
Do you feel that. Yes 93 94 95 95 96 98 92 98 95
your particul ar Sonet i nes 4 4 5 3 2 -- 3 --13 5
job is No 3 2 -~ 2 2 -- 3 2 2--
i mportant? Don’t know STt T e 2 2 - 1 --
How does . your . Good 58 49 53 60 62 84 57 69 64 69
famly feel Fair 27 23 28 24 20 23 11 18 19
about your B ad 11 18 19 7 17 3 13 16 12 5
j ob? Don’t  know 4 10 -- -- 1 5 7 4 6 7
Does the conpany Yes 53 38 40 42 55 58 56 68 28 73
give you a Sonet i nes 13 16 26 9 12 12 16 11 18 10
feeling that you No 30 44 32 35 17 4 28 20 44 12
are inportant Don’t know 4 2 2425 26 -- 110 5
in getting the
j ob “done?
s there any way Yes 19 13 13 22 36 18 13 25 7 15
you can influence Sonet i nes 3 6 8 6 7 7 13 10 5 10
the conpany in an No 69 78 75 61 50 69 61 52 74 66
i nportant way? Don’ t Know 9 3 411 -- 613 13 9
Note: Non-inclusion of no response answers account for percentages

less than 100%
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families to deem their job to be important also t;nd to
perceive that their.dompany considers them to be important
in getting the job done. .

When combining the ratings.for all five questions,
workers from companies J and A tend to rate job importance
higher than workers from the other eight,.. while those from

at least three companies (B, C, and I) tend to rate job

importance low.

'VerinQ Condi tions
Table. 36,. which relates to fringe benefits or working
conditions related to conpensation, indicates only m nor
I nter-conpany disparity regarding retirenent And, with the
exception of one conpany which was abnormally | ow, ShoWs
little disparity regarding working hours. However, nost
workers for all ten conpanies were pleased with their
wor ki ng hours but displeased or didn't know about the retire-
ment program  (Qpinions related to medical jpsurance were
al so generally high with mniml disparity patween conpani es.
Wth wages, sick leave and vacations, houever the inter-
conmpany disparity was high.with the workers in some conpanies,
e.g. Conpany J, being highly satisfied with all their benefits
while the workers in other conpanies, such as Conpany |, being

highly dissatisfied with all three benefits. Although the

majority of the conpanies followed this consistent trend,

at least two conpanies, nanely conpanies A and C, had varied
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responses, regarding wages and vacations. Qyerall, the
workers in Conpanies J, F, and D were conparatively

satisfied wth the conpany benefits discussed whereas

Companies |, G and C were dissatisfied.

Perception of Other Wrkers

Most workers in all the conpanies studied were pleased
with both the technical conpetence and human interaction of
their fellow workers. |n fact, nore than any other single
factor, the. relationships with ones peers was the highest
rated variable leading towards job satisfaction. t1gpie 37
indicates that only in four conpanies did any,workers feel
their relationships with their fellow wrkers to be “bad”,
and the highest percentage of such workers with any conpany
was six percent.

The workers had a somewhat |esser gpjnion related to
how hard their fellow workers worked. For exanple at Conpany
D, the workers perceived that 69 percent of their fellows
worked hard and that only seven percent of the workers were
lax in their working performance. On the other hand, the
wor kers at conpany C believed that only 36 percent of their

peers worked hard whereas 24 percent were |ax. Although
“working hard” has no absolute value, the results were con-
sistent enough throughout the sanple to deternine perceptual

nmeani ng.
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Wrking Conditions and Benefits:
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Conpensat ory

Hourly Production Wbrkers

‘Percent ages by Conpany
I

Condi ti on/ Benefit Response AB CD E F &H J
Medi cal | nsur ance Go_od 58 47 55 72 69 54’69 54 53 70
Fair 223323166182117818

Poor 316132101016152413

Don’t know 13 4 101518424153

Vacat i ons Goqd 29 54 34 74 49 72 36 44 19 92
Fair 25 21 19 18 25 17 33 20 18 5

Poor 41244742111383155 2

Don’ t " now 51 - -45--358- -

Wages GC_JOd 27 43 30 49 37 54 15 54 16 60
Fair 17 32 28 33 32 19 26 30 16 23

/ poor 6 24 42 18 31 22 59 14 67 17

Don't Know -- 11------ 5 -=.2 |--

Sick Leave Goqd ‘ 27203211 71816 6 289
.Fair 1 6 218 2 47 1 2 3 3 8

P o or 65130715860495587 3

Don’'t Know 41 83016311523363- -

Reti r enent Go_od 33 35 15 17 10 10 11 18 *
Fair 20 18 4 17 17 15 8 23 * *

Poor 1535493639384620 * *

Don’t know 3212323034373537* *

Worki ng Hours Good 88 88 73 89 93 90 59 91 93 89
Fair 1051743621 - - 5-:

Poor 1510434176 2 3

Don't Know 1 2 ---- | e J

Not e:
|l ess than 100%

*Data were not available for

Non-inclusion of no response answers account for

Conpani es |

and J

per cent ages
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Tabl e 37

Perceptions of Oher Wrkers
Hourly Production Wrkers

Per cent ages by Conpany

Questi on Response AB CO E F G H | J
How do you feel Good 85 88 96 93 94 89 85 90 89 84
about the guys you Fair . 101145671341011
work wth? Bad 4 - . - 4 2 6 ----

Don’t know 1 ,1 -- 2 -
How hard do t he. Har d 4354366959554855 *ox
guys around Medi um 4232402231343927 *ox
here work? Lax 1314247101113 15*~*

Not e: Non-inclusion,. of no. response answers account for-percentagé&s
| ess than 100%
*Data were not available for Conpanies I, and J

Promoti on

If there is the existence of an Anmerican dream that all

workers wish to better thenselves occupationally, such is

not the case in the findings of this study, at |east related
to noving upward in the conpany, e.g. being promoted. Taple

38 shows that at l|east three conpaies (B,. C, and E) nore

workers indicated that they had no interest in being pronoted

than vice versa. On the other hand, at three other conpanies,

nanely H, |, and J, nbst workers indicate a desire for
pronoti on. The reason for the differences between conpanies
is not entirely clear except that there is a trend indicating
that the workers at the conpanies Who have an interest in

being pronoted nmay also believe that they will be pronoted as
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Tabl e 38

Pronoti ons
Hourly Production Wrkers

Percent ages by Conpany

Question Response AB C D E F G H 13
I_Do you hav_e any Yes |, 58 45 42 51 43 81 53 72 68 74
interest in Sone tines 541111147557
bei ng No 36,51 45 36 48 14 39 23 27 16
pr onot ed? Don’t know | - - 222 11- - - - - -
Do y’ou t hi nk Yes 37 21 19 20 34 47 31 45 30 40
.you' will Sonet i ne-s 14881391213281218
get No 33 62 60 50 59 29 49 25 41 33
pr onot ed? Don’t Know 16 9°13 17 3 12 5 22 12 2
Do you think Yes 38 33 40 42 28 39 49 38 27 24
“the_pro- “ Somet i mes 117192023163231820
nmotion process No 33.57. 32 24 31 32 31 31 29 48
is fair? Don't Know 183913131317821 - -

. Not e: Non-inclusion of no response answers account for
percentages |ess than 100%

indicated at Conpany H and the reverse wth Conpani es B and
C It my be that the desire to be promted gincides with
the expectation that pronmotion is possible. \wen consi dering
whet her the conpany pronotion process is fair, nore workers
at four of the conpanies believe the process to be unfair

than those who believe the process to be fair.
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Super vi si on

CGenerally the production workers have a positive
relationship with their imediate ‘supervisor (Table 39)

This was true with all conpanies, especially true wth
Conpanies E and H wth only Conpanies B and C show ng
| ess favorable relationships by conparison-wth other
conpani es .

The two questions relating to the use of positive
(commendation) or negative (reproof) reinforcement showed
a much greater use of negative rather than positive rein-
forcement as a motivator. This was true at eight of-the
ten conmpani es and, particularly, with Conpanies I, C and
B where negative reinforcenent was used al nost twce as
much as positive reinforcenent. Wth one-half of the
conpani es, however, the use of each notivator seemed to
be pretty nmuch in bal ance.

Supporting the notion of good relationships with their
I nmredi at e supervisor, nmost workers believe-that if they took
a problemto their supervisor, it produced action and,
further, that action was productive much nmore often from
their inmmediate supervisor than from any other |evel of

managenment or the union.



“Question

How do you
feel about

your boss as
a supervisor?

Does your boss
tell.when he

feels you
have done a
good job?

Does your boss
tell when he .
feel s you have

done a bad
j ob?

\When you

approach your
boss or some-

one el se on
a probl em

does it 90

anywher e?
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Tabl e 39

Wor ker - Super vi sor

Rel ati onshi ps

Hourly Production \Wrkers

Response

Good
Falr
Poor
Don't know

Yes
Sonet i nes
No .

Don’t Know

Yes
Sonet i nes
No

Don’t Know

Yes
Sonet i nmes
No

Don’t Know

Per cent ages by Conpan
. E E (3y H n? yJ

S

8 89
7 11

A~

17
31
6

o N

5 70 36 66
131818
0 17 46 1%

N =
o
[
N
(@]
[
el pal )]
Hm\‘ 1
e % !
WO
OOHH N
N 1O

67 81 66 72.63 75 66 72 79 65
4 6 411363-652
28 11 26 9 21 13 23 21 11 28
1248136513. 5

67. 55 60 78 80 78 64 66 * *
14211374--154* *
92113 8 3111210 *
10 3 14 7 7 11 920 * *

Note: Non-inclusion of no response answers account for

percentages |ess than 100%

*Data were not available for Conpanies. | and J
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| nt er - Conpany Conpari sons
Conbi ned M ddle and Lower Managenent

In order to nake a conpany by conpany conparison of
managers, as well as production groups’, all managers of
production and support services were conbined for each
conpany to nake that conparison. The total nunber of managers
interviewed is 337 with the number of nanagers from the various
shipyards ranging from 25 to 54, a sanple approxi mating the
proportionate size of the |ocal managenment group. The conpany
conparisons are made by follow ng the same procedure utilized

I n anal yzi ng.the production workers.

Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction anmong shipyard managers is high ranging
from 90 percent of the managers in Conpany Awho rate their
own job satisfaction to be good conpared with a low at Conpany
C of 68 percent (Table 40). Al conpanies have high job
satisfaction, but conmpanies C, H and | tend to have a | ower
rating than the other seven

Tabl e 40

Job Satisfaction
Conbi ned Managenent

P t by Co
Question Response AB gbcen Igges Fd/—l rrl'pany J
Consi dering every- Good 90 89 68 85 87 89 84 75 72 81
thing, on a scale Aver age 10 11 32 15 10 9 16 11 20 11
from1l to 5 rate Poor - - - 32-- 4 8 8
your overall job Don"t Know -- -- -- --- -- -, -- -- -~ --

-satisfaction?



Question

Does your job give
you a chance to do
what you really
like to do slot?

I's there any other
job that you woul d
rather do that you
have the skill

to do? .

| f beginning again
the same job woul d
you choose this .
conpany?

Have you ever
t hought of
uittin our

ﬁob? 9

Wul d you guess
you' I | be working
1 year, 2 years,
5 years or nore?

How is your
moral e at
present ?

s it better or
worse than it
use to be?

How does your
nmoral e conpare
with the guys
around you?

Not e:
| ess than 100%
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Tabl e 41

Job Comm tnent and Mbral e
Conmbi ned Managenent

Response

Yes
Sonet | nes

SO
Don’'t know

Yes

Maybe

No

Don't know

‘Yes

Maybe
Ho
Don't Know
Yes
Sonet | mes
N o
Don’t Know
1 year or

| ess

2 years

S5 years or
mor e

Don’t Know

Good
Fair
Poor
Don't Know

Better

Sane

Wor se

Don’t Know

Better
Sane

Wor se

Don’t Know

*Data were not avail able

Per cent ages by Conpan
ABC E)Eg FyC;HqQ y

84 82 79 93-97 91-84-67-8
6 342 3 4810
105172--5"8238

4
4
||

8
7
4

26 26 29 20 47 24 28 38 28 37
3 -- - 332-- 2----
71 74 71 77 50 74 64 58 72 63
== == == == = _ == 82- - - -

97 74 63 90 77 14 76 70 64 70
3. 3. 453489287.
=- 20 29 5 13 20 12 15 24 15

4----. 2 4 6 4 8
36 56 54 51 40 58 52 55 48 37
13-- 43176--1144
51 44 38 3 43 36 48 34 48 56
St s 43 -e--- e e o= 3
10 9 9 3 3 4 8 13426
103458--684422
80 54 73 79 87 90 80 80 80 48
- -~ 131010--43124
8477509087837278**
169361071120 , 9**
- 1414--66813**
- - - - - - - - - - - - - * *
58 49 32 62 57 47 56 46 76 77
16 29 32 25 33 30 24 28 20 26
2622361310232024 48
87405541535930**  *
7462756373252, *x*  *
6141431028 ***

- - 4 - 7 - * * *

Non-incl usion of no response answers account for percentages
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Job Comm bnent and Morale

Job commtment is high for managers at all of the ship-
yards both in terns of dedication to one’s job aid to the
company. The nmangers at all yards with the single exception
of Conpany H overwhel mngly perceive their job as providing
the opportunity to performin stinulating work activities
(Table 41) . Further; in all yards; nore than 60 percent of
t he managers indicated that they would choose the same conpany

if seeking a job again, ranging froma |ow of 63 percent at

Conpany C to a high of 97 percent at Conpany D

Mrale, too, is high at most of the yards and generally
the trend is for norale to be better currently than in

the past for nost managers, although there is considerabl e

di screpancy between yards. Only 50 percent of the nanagers

at Conpany C conpared to 90 percent at Conpany D indicate
their norale to be good. Further, at Conpany |, 76 percent
of the managers perceive their norale to be better cyrrently

than in the past conpared to 32 percent at Conpany .

Job I nportance

Nearly all managers at all conpanies believe both ship-
building as an industry and their job in relation to ship-
building to be inportant (Table 42). There is a distinct
di screpancy among managers, however, related to the degree
of acceptance of the job by the managers’ famlies with two
conpanies, B and C, rated conparatively low and companies

A, E and F high. The reason for this discrepancy is not
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clear although some of the spontaneous comments suggest that
the reasons may be related specifically to certain aspects of
the job, for exanple excessive overtine, rather than to
negative aspects related to shipbuilding as an industry or
| ack of pride in a-particular--conpany.

Managers generally feel that they can influence the
company in inportant ways, certainly nore than do production
wor kers. Again, however, there is distinct variance between
companies with Conpany C at the |low end of the ratings having
more managers who believe they do not inportantly influence
t he conmpany-than those who do, conpared to four conpanies
wherein nore than 70 percent of the nmanagers believe they do

have such i nfluence.

Working Conditions and Benefits

Fringe benefits generally rate high anmong conpany nanagers
with the exception of the retirement prograns’ at several of
the yards where about as many managers believe the retirenent
programto be poor as the nunber who perceive it to be
good (Table 43) . Further, wages are considered poor by
managers at several conpanies, particularly Conmpany |, and
to a lesser extent at Conpanies CC G and H  On the other
hand, at four conpanies, nanely A, D, E and J, the managers
clearly rated wages to be high with a variance of greater
t han 50% between the highest and |owest of the conpanies.

Wth regard to non-conpensatory working conditions,

safety conditions at the yard tend to be rated considerably



Question

Do you feel
t hat shi pbuil di ng
Is inportant? -

Do you feel that
your particul ar
Jjob is

| mport ant ?

How does your
famly feel
about " your
job?

Does the conpany
give you a feeling
that you are
inportant in
gettlng the job
one ?

I's there_any way
you can influence
the conpany in

an inportant

way ?
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Tabl e 42

Perceptions of Job Inportance
Conbi ned Managenent

Per cent ages by Conpan
C D & Fyan yH

Response A B I
Yes 97 97 96 100 100 100 96 _98 92
Maybe 3 . 4,-- ----4 2
I\k) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Don’t Know 6 -- -- -- == == == --
Yes 97 88 100 95 97 98 96 96 96
I%kc))rretl nes 3 9-- 2 3 24 2 4
Don't know

.Good 87 50 42 65 93 83 68 67 56"
an' 13 38 37 25 -- 8 8 24

a oY

Don’ t know 09 4 175 > 53 @ (? 8
Yes 77 91 50 80 63 74_88 63 68
Sonet i mes -- 21 10.17 15 8 12 12
No 9.29,10 71041016
bon't Know -- -- -- -- 3 2 -- 23 --
Yes 58 52 36 77 63 77 72 59 56
Soneti nes 6 8 5 .7 4 4 20 --
No 39 32 42 11. 23 17 16 21 44

Don’ t Know - - - - - - 7 7 2 8 --

Note: Non-inclusion of no response answers account for percentages

| ess than 100%
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Worklng Condi tions and Benefits:

Conpensat ory
Conbi ned Managenent

Per cent ages by Conpany

Condi ti on/ Benefit Response A B c D E FG” H
Medi cal | nsurance Good 90 81 77 87 60 76 70 100
Fair 7 3 10 15 16 15
Poor - 6 9 3 17 11 8 11 --
Don’t Know 3 == 9 - 3 8 -- 4 --
Vacat i ons Good 77 86 77 80 63 88 72 83 52
Fair 10 6 14 10 20 6 12 13 24
Poor 13 3 9 10 17 6 16 4 24
Don’'t Know 5 7 ottt mm s s e
Wages Good 87 69 46 77 73 57 48 37 32
Fair 13 17 18 18 14 26 24 28 24
Poor - 14 36 5 10 17 28 22 44
Don’t Know G T a T T - - - 13 --
Si ck Leave Good 97 94 64 0 73 100 72 91 80
Fair 3 3 == 10 -- 20 4 --
Poor - 3 18. 5 10 == 4 2 16
Don’t Know - -7 13 5 3 - 4 2 4
Reti renment Good 55 80 37 41 -73 66 36 37 °
Fai r 16 8 18 31 7 13 16 20 *
Poor 9 36 20 7 13 24 35 *
Don’t Know 9 3 9 8 13 8 -24 g *
Wor ki ng Hours Good 97 97 77 72 70 89 88 80 88
Fair 3 3 18 13 10 8
~ Poor -~ -- 18 10 13 6 4
Don’t Know - T Tttt mm s e 2 -
Saf et y** Good 71 80 32 46 76 92 32 46 36
Fair 29 11 23 41 13 8 40 20 32
Poor - 9 32 8 7 - 24 30 20
Don’t Know -~ - 13 3 4 --  -- 4 8
Note: Non-inclusion of no response answers account for percentages

Iess than 100%

*Data were not avail able for

**[tem not

“conpensatory,

but

Conpani es |
i ncl uded for

and J

addi ti onal

i nformati on

66
15

15
4
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hi gher at nobst yards by the managers than by the production
wor kers and, at sone conpanies, such as conpany B, approxi-
mately 50 percent nore of the managers considered safety

to be good than did the workers. Further, the variance

bet ween conpani es also was great with, for exanple, 92 percent
of the managers deem ng safety to be good at Conpany F
conpared to only 32 percent of the managers at Conpanies c

and G  Conpared to each other_conpanies A, B, E and F
rated distinctly higher than the other six regarding safety

while conpanies C G and | rated distinctly |ower.

Perceptions of Oher Wbrkers

Managers, like all other workers, have a-high regard
for their co-workers with six conpanies rating, nore than 90
percent of their fellows as good to work with. Wth .regard
to how their co-workers work, the ratings are |ess high,
varying from 40 percent of the nanagers at Conpany G who
believe their co-workers work hard to 85 percent at Conpany

D.
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Tabl e 44

Perceptions of Qher Wrkers
Conbi ned Managenent

Percent ages by Conpany

Question Response A B C D E FGHI J
How-do vyou feel Good 94 73 79 95 90 92 84 94 92 70
about the_guys Fair 6. 1521510612441 09
you work with? Bad T » B B ¢
Don't Know- -- -- =-- - - oo - - .-

How hard do the Har d’ 4662598567544058* *
guys around Medi um 4526291027294825*+*
here work? Lax 612. 8 5 3 15 815 * *

Not e: Non-inclusion of no response answers account for percentages

|l ess than 100%
*Data not avail abl e

“ Pronotion
Wth the exception of Conpany C, the great nmmjority’ of
managers have a desire to be pronoted (Table 45). At three

of the conpanies (A, E and G, npbst managers believe that

they will be pronpoted in the future, whereas at two conpanies
(C and J), distinctly nore managers believe they wll not
be pronoted than believe they will be. The other five

conpanies are nore equitable in their responses | that
the variance between those managers who believe tnpey wjll
or will not be pronoted is not significant.

Al though nost managers deem the promotions poljcy
generally to be fair at the conpany, a conposite total of
- about 25 percent of the managers at the various yards do
not believe pronotions to be fair, ranging from 48 percent

at Conpany J to 15 percent at Company D. Wth about 25 percent
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Tabl e 45

Pronot i ons
Conmbi ned Managenent

Per cent ages by Conpany
G H | J

Question Response . AB CDE F
Do you have any Yes 71 64 46 69 70 77°'68 83 72 70
Interest in Sonet i mes 364107 442 44
bei ng pronot ed? No 23 30 50 28 23 19 28 15 24 26
Don't Know e B
Do you think you Yes 52 35 13 30 57 34 52 39 40 30
will get Somet i mes 10188871042087
pronot ed? No 29 44 71 36 36 43 36 31 48 63
Don’ Know 63426 --138104- -
Do you think Yes 68 53 46 64 50 70 68 63 48 26
the pronotion Sonetines 10 15 17 21 23 11 -- 11 12 22
process is No 16 32 29 15 17 17 20 26 28 48
fair Don’ t Know - 8--10212--1214
Note: . Non-inclusion of no response answers account for percentages
| ess than 100%

of managers who consider the promotion process to be an unfair
one, and with, the majority of managers at several conpanies
who believe that they never will be pronoted, such attitudes

are bound to be deterrents to notivation and productivity.

Supervi sor Rel ationships

Count ermandi ng the perception of many nanagers that they
will not be pronoted is the feeling of nost nmanagers that
their relationship with their own supervisor is a good one
(Table 46) . Especially is this true with Conpanies D and F
and, with even the |owest rated conpany, Conpany C, nost

managers rate their inmmediate supervisor highly.
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Tabl e 46

Vbrker-SRBervisor Rel ati onshi ps
Conpbi ned Managenent

Question Response
How do you feel G 4

about your boss Fai r

as a super- Poor

visor? Dont know
Does your boss . Yes

tell when he feels  Sonetines

you have done a No
good job?

Does your boss tell vYes

when he feels you. Soneti nes
have done a bad No
j o b ? Don’t Know

hen you approach Yes

. your boss or Sonet i nes
soneone el se on a No
probl em does it Don"'t

go anywhere?

Don't Know

k nowi4d - - - -

ercentages by Conmpan
A.BIDCI) EEg F é; Fppl y J

87 73 67 93 70 92 88 82 80 74
13921320448127
6122102468109

58 71 58 72 60 79 92 61 56 44
1031310106411168
23 29 13 30 13 4 24 28 48

3
9 2 2 2 - -

78 85 71 74 70 79 84 83 92 70
9

348.32--9814
12 21 18 24 13 12 .6 -- 19
- 4. - 642- -7

9037719580838474 * *

7-821381617°*
6,1 7377 -,-7%,

*
*
*

Note: Non-inclusion of no response answers account for percentages

| ess than 100% _
*Data were not avail abl e
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The managers’ perceive, however, that their supervi sors

do not use positive reinforcement (praise) at a rate any
greater than the supervisors of production workers and, as
a notivator, negative reinforcement is used considerably
nore frequently. Shipyard supervisors at all manageri al
l evels tend to use reproof rather than commendation as a

nmotivator of the worker.

Support Services

The nunber of professional support services personne
were too few to nmake significant conparisons on-a conpany
by conpany basis, but the sanple of 208 non- professional
support services workers is sufficiently large to make
possible such a conparison. A narrative discussion of the
latter group conpared by conpany will not be made here, but
the data are included in the follow ng seven tables (Tables
47-53 ) The narrative section following the tables wll
conpare the non-professional support services with the
production worker and managers for all ten conpanies.

Tabl e 47

. Job Satisfaction
Conmbi ned Managenent'’

Question Response A I£>er C%B agels_:Fby g_ﬂpanyJ
Consi dering every- CGood 75 75 66 83. 85 74 60 76 67 60
thing, on a scalée Aver age -- 25 21 13 15 15 40 24 27 31
froml to 5 rate Poor - - 134--11----69
your overall job Don"t Know?25,-- -- -- -- -- -- - -- --

sati sfaction?



Question

Does your job give
you a chance to do
what you really
like to do slot?

I's there any ot her’
job that you woul d
rat her do that you

have the skill to
do?

I f begi nning again
the sane job would
you choose this
conpany?

Have you. ever
t hought of
qui tting your
j ob?

Wul d you guess
you' || be worKking
1 year, 2 years,
.5 years or nore?

How i s your
noral e at
present ?

Is it better or
worse than it
use to bhe?

How does your
nor al e conpare
with the guys
around you?

Not e:

| ess than 1007
*Data were not

Table 48

Job Conmmi t nent
Non- Pr of essi onal

Response

Yes
Sonet i mes
No
Don’t Know
Yes

Maybe

No

Don’t Know

Yes
Maybe
No
Don’t Know
Y e s
Sonet i mes
No
Don't Know.
1 year or

| ess

2 years

5 years or
mor e
Don’'t Know
Good
Fair
Poor
Don’t Know
Better
Same

Wor se
Don’'t Know
Better

Sanme

Wor se

Don’t know

Non-i ncl usi on of no response

avai |l abl e

and Moral e
St af f

3-

77

Per cent ages by Conpany

A* B C De F G H I
100 75 71 75 90 82 60 77 74
oo 8 1 .- 7 15 17 13
oo22 2l 810 11 25 6 13
75 .50 33 25 20 29 35 34 56
-t 4 == == 5 9 --
25 50 67 67 75 60 55 54 47
-t 7 4 511 5.3 7
50 20 89 -71 75 82 80 85 86
-- 40 4 12 -- 4 -- - 7
25 40 17 17 20 11 20 12 --
25 -- -- -- 5 3 -- .3 7
25 60 67 34 40 39 55 38 40
- - 8 5 14 10 12 20
75 40 33 54 55 43 35 50 40
-- 25 4 12 10 3 25 15 20
- -- 17 --- 5 3 5 12 7
100 75 62 88 85 79 70 71 67
- 17 -- -- 15 10 4 6
100 100. 67 71 90 59 60 76 *
-~ -- 17 17 10 15 35 .
"t .- 16 12 -- 26 -- 1; *
-- -- -- - - - - - - 5 o= *
100 50 54 32 65 55 55 41 80
-- 50 25 33 20 15 25 30 13
- T 21 29 10 30 20 29 --
75 100 50 33 55 44 45 56

25 -- 42 58 45 52 55 35 *
ot 4 4 *
-t 45 - - -
answers account for per cent ages



Question

Do you feel
t hat ship-
building is

i mportant?

Do you feel that
your particul ar
job is

i mportant?

"How does vyour

famly feel about

your job?

Does the conpany
give you a feeling
that you are

i mportant in
getting the job
done?

Is there any way

you can influence
t he conpany in an
i mportant way?

Not e:
|l ess than 100%

Tabl e 49

Perceptions of Job
Non- Pr of essi onal

Response A

Yes 100
Maybe --
No T
Don't know

Yes

Sonet i mes
No T
Don’t Know -

Good
Fair
Bad T
Don't Know - -

Yes 75
Sonet i mes 25
l\b - -
Don’t Know -

Yes 75
Soneti nes o
No - , 25
Don’t Know -

Non-incl usi on of no response answers

-78

H
97

38

12
41

| mpor t ance
St af f
Per cent ages by Conpany
B C D E F G
75 100 100 90 100 100
25 -~ 0 7 o
- — - - 10 - - -
100 96 92 90 92 85
Tt o 5 4 5
- - 5 4 10
- - - - 4 - - - - -
50 62 75 85 70
-- 21 13 15 7 "
25 17 5 -- 15
25 -- 17 5 -- 15
50 37 62 50 59 60
25 25 17 20 4 20.
25 38 17 30 33 20
- - - - 4 - - 4 - -
40 38 37 50 25 25
- - 4 15 4 5
60 5: 42 30 64 60
- 17 5 4 10

account for

per cent ages

20

67
13

43
11
37



Wirking Conditions and Benefits:

. Tabl e 50

Non- Pr of essi onal

Condi ti on/ Benefit
Medi cal | nsurance
F a
Poor
Don’ t

Vacat i ons Good
Fair

Poor

Don; t

Wages : Good
Fair
Poor
Don ‘ t

Sick Leave Gopd
Fair
Poor
Don' t

Retirenent Good
Fair

Poor
Don ‘t

Wor ki ng Hours Good
Fair

Poor
Don’ t

Saf et y** Good
Fair
Poor
Don’ t

Not e: Non-i ncl usi on of no

| ess than 100% )
*Data were not avail abl e

*ltem not “conpensatory,

Good

Response

r

Know

Know

Know

Know

| al ow

Know

Know

response answers account for

but

.15

Conpensat ory

St af f

B

c

E

F

10067 84 60 48

75
25

75
25

100

50
50

25

50
25

i ncl uded for

12
17
4

25
29
46

8

8
75

4
21

54
21
25

80

33

20
10
10

80
15
5

65
30
5

50
10

.10

30

30
30
35

5

80
15
5

45
45
5
5

addi ti onal

15
22
15

63

15
22

37

30.

33

41
4
48
7

22
18
41
19

92

4
4

81
11
4
4

per cent ages

3-79

G

60
25

5
10

Per cent ages by Conpany
D

H

i nformati on

26

J
74

12
11

97

w >

© O



Question

How do you fee
about the guys .
you work wth?

How hard do the
guys around
here work?

Not e:

| ess than 100%
*Dat a.

Non-inclusion of no response answers account for
not
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Tabl e 51

Perceptions of O her Wrkers
Non- Prof essi onal Staff

Per cent ages by Conpany

Response A B C D E F G H_
Good 100 100 83 92’ 100 100 *“90 91
Fair - -- 13 4 -- -- 5 3
Bad R 4 -- -- 5 3
Don"t Know -- -- -- -- 4o - - .-
Har d 50 50 54 75 65 63 55 48
Medi um 25 -- 38 25 25 30 30 40
Lax -- 25 4 -- 10 7 109

avail abl e

per cent ages

N
93 94
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Tabl e 52

Pr onoti ons
Non- Pr of essi onal St aff

Per cent ages by Conpany

Questi on Response : A B ¢ D E F G E
Do you have any . Yes 100 100 67 71 55 75 75 88 93
interest in Sonet i mes ai e
bei ng No -~ " 25 29 5 18 25 12 --
pronot ed? Don’t Know Tttt o 40 4 -- -- 7
Do you think you Yes 75 60 17 17 10 21 50 53 60
will get Sonet i mes e 4 17 10 11 -- 6 7
pr onot ed? No 25 40 75 62 65 46 40 41 27
Don't Know - T 4 4 15 18 10 -- 6
Do you think . Yes 50 60 29 38 40 36 35 20 40
the pronotion Someti mes 25 20 21 17 10 18 10 24 7
process is No 25 . 20 33 33 30 43 30 56 20
fair? . - Don’t Know 17 8 20 ==~ 25 -- 33
Note :. Non-inclusion of no’ response answers account for percentages

| ess than 100%
*Data not avai l abl e



Question

How do you fee

about your boss
as a
supervi sor?

Does your boss
tell when he

feel s you have
don a good job?

Does your boss
tell when he
feels you have
done a bad job?

\When %ou approach
your boss or
soneone el se on a
probl em does it
go anywhere?
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Tabl e 53

Wor ker - Super vi sor
Non- Pr of essi onal

Response
Good

Fair

Poor

Don’t Know
Yes
Sonet i nes
No
Don’ t Know
Yes
Somet i mes
No

Don’t Know
Yes
Somet i nes
No

Don't Know

Rel ati onshi ps

Staff -
Per cent ages by Conpan

A B CD %E F¥(3 nEH y

100 75 71 89 65 67' 70 83 80 80

- - - 134151553 79

-- 16 17 %? 15 20 11 E 11

75 40 37 67 60 64 45 73 60 57

13 415 7 56 7 3
256042925255021 734
46 26 6

75 80 75 67 60 61 55 53 73763

8154518738
25 20 25 12 25 32 20 23 -- 20
-- 13 -- 320 6 20 9

100 80 75 63 8571 7079 * *
20 -- 12 1011 5 9 * *

- 1712571012**
813---715--**

Note: Non-inclusion of no response answers account for Percentages

Iess than 100%

*Dat a not avalfable
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Conpany Conparisons by
Cat egory and Enpl oyee

As the interviewers traveled to the various conmpanies, it
seenmed apparent that, in addition to certain trends which tended
to exist anong all conpanies, certain qualitative differences
between conpanies also prevailed. An in-depth qualitative
anal ysis of responses will not be included in this report, ;¢
an attenpt to quantify the inter-conpany differences wll be
made here.

The | ast section conpared conpanies according to the
interview categories utilized for the study. This section
conbines those differences into a quantitative rating. There
I's nothing absolute about these-ratings; rather, they conpare
conpani es one to another. For exanple, job satisfaction at
all conpanies was rated high; nevertheless, within those high
ratings sone compani es were superior conpared to the others
and some |ower. Table 54 indicates conpany by conpany conparisons
for production workers, managers and non-professional workers.
The table provides a way to nake inter-conpany conparisons in
each rating category and to nmake intra-conpany conparisons of
strengths and weaknesses.

Table 55 attenpts to quantify the ratings one step further
by adding together the ratings in Table 54 and making a grand
total. It may be helpful in understanding those ratings to
describe briefly the standings for each conpany.

Conpany A.  Conpany A rates at the top for an overal

rating conpared to the other conpanies. |t's high rating



Company by Company Comparisons
Non-Professional

Area Management . Production Workers  Support

Job Commitment & Morale ABCDEFGHIJA BCDEFGHIJAB CDEFGHIJ

(Based on eight Higher 300221001110 0232101 3 6 2 12 4000 21

guestions) Middle 575,6177566644 644686 504544767©6F©6
Lower 013050131114 40121010 2 2 2 2 012 101

Job Importance

(Based on five Higher 110112200100 0111020130001 10110

guestions) Middle 433433345453 434453242345 334434
Lower 0120100100, 02 1100003 0 02 1 0 11 1 01 1

Working Conditions.

(Based on six Higher 3202Q°'1001221 1312.1104 3503100012

guestions) Middle 34322534342 .4.2 34424322133423454
Lower 003240322021 301031301030143200

Perception of Other Workers

(Based on two* Higher 00010°000"0000 0O10000OO0OOOO0O1O0ODO0OODOO

questions) Middle 323233233212 1122222222212222?2
Lower 0100001001120 100000O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOO0OOOOCODO

Promotion

(Based on three Higher 10000011000.0 000212113200000110

guestions) Middle 2 03 2 3 22 222 3 112 112 11101222.23122
Lower 013010001102 212000110011 110101

Supervisor-Worker

(Based on four Higher 000202101001 013101103201000100

questions) Middle 442232333340 221343241233343244
Lower 002010010103.2 1“0000100010101100

Job Satisfaction

(Based on one Higher ' 000000QO0O0O0O0O0O 0’01101 10000100000

question) Middle 110111100111 01000000 11120 1 (1 1 1 0
Lower 001000011000 10001000 00 000 O L L 1 1

*For this area two questions were used for production workers and non-professional support
staff; three questions were used for management.

Note: Figures represent, for each area, the numbers of questions gn which each companv

rated above the “average” company (higher) , about the same as the “average” company (middle),
and below the “average” company (lower) . For example, in the Area of Job Commitment and
Morale, Company A rated above the "average” company on three out’of the eight questions
defining that area and about the same as the “average” company’ on five of the eight auestions.
It did not rate below the “average” company on any of the eight questions.



Producti on Workers

Tabl e 55

Ratings by Conpanies

Tot al

*

Al Categories

ABC D EFGHI J

H gher 32189 9 37 410
M ddl e 22 15 14 18 16 18 21 21 16 18
Lower 4121434251091
Managers **
Hi gher 8 308 3 6 4 1 3 4
Mi ddl e 22 23 16 20 15 24 21 21 22 22
Lower 041421205854
Non- Pr of essi onal _
Sua_port* 181117810353
| gher 8 14 20 19 17 21 21 21 23 22
M ddl e 3 48 3 47 85 1 4
Lower
G and-Tot al s
H gher 29’ 16° 2252016 7111217
Mi ddl e 52 52 50 57 48 63 63 63 61 62
Lower 720368209181415 9

*Results based on thirty questions

. 3-85

**Results based on twenty-nine questions
Note: Figures represent the nunbers of questions from all
seven areas of Table 54 conbined, on which each conpany

rated above the “average” conpany (higher) , about the sane

as the “average” conpany (mddle) , and bel ow the "average"
conpany (| ower) .
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however, is achieved primarily because its non-professiona
support services rated distinctly higher than all of the
other shipyards. Their managers also rated high, but their
production workers ratings were toward the |ower end of the
conpany conparisons. Although rated at the top overall
Company A may well concentrate on” the di screpancy in job
satisfaction between their production workers and the other
wor kers at the conpany.

Conpany B. Company B is rated in the [ower half of the
overall ratings of the conpanies and, |ike Conpany A provides
a discrepancy between the relative high ratings by support
services workers conpared to the |ow ratings of production
workers and nanagers. The overall ratings of support services
workers is second highest anong the conpanies; and toward the
bottomwith the other enployee categories.

Company C. Conpany C has the |owest rating of any shipyar:«
and their lowrating tends to hold with all enployee categori es.
Mich needs to be done at Conpany C to inprove notivation at al
| evel s of the operation. Programs can be devel oped to help
Conpany C and such prograns may wel|l be a future phase of
research using the data of this study as initial input.

Conpany D. Conpany D has strong ratings conparable to the
hi gh overall ratings achieved by Conpany A Further, the
strong ratings tend to be evenly distributed over all Ievels
of the organization so that, unlike Conpany A, the high ratings

of the production workers are balanced with the high ratings
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of the managers and support services workers.  company D
demonstrates strong potential for increased motivation .4
productivity.

Conpany E.  Conpany E rates as an average conpany with
the workers tending to have higher ratings than the managers.
Managers at Conpany E denonstrate considerable stress conpared
to other conpanies, and prograns of further work toward
i ncreased notivation should begin at Conpany E with the mddle
and | ower nmanagenent groups

Conpany F Conpany F rates in the upper half of the
surveyed conpanies with its highest ratings achieved with
the hourly production workers. Conpany F has distinct
strengths in the production. areas at both the manager and
hourly worker level and seem ready for further notivational
prograns |eading toward jncreased productivity. The area of
greatest need, however, js in the support services areas and,
al though I ess ready, the support services area deserves first
attention.

Company G Conpany G rates near the bottom of the

conmpani es studied. Tensions and dissatisfactions were

experienced at a greater than average degree at all |evels of
the operation. Although this is experienced to the greatest
degree anobng support services workers, production workers and
managers al so need help.  Programs need to be designed to
reduce enployee tensions which currently interfere with

production and devel op positive progranms which steer worker
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energies into nore constructive directions.

Company H.  Conpany H also is in notivational trouble.
The greatest problems are at the nanagement |evels and,
al though the workers remain reasonably satisfied and productive
i f. the managenent problenms are,not soon rectified, the turnoil
will be increasingly experienced at the hourly production
wor ker |evel. Already the problens have filtered down to
the support services level. positive programs ainmed at all
| evel s of managenent need to be instituted immediately.
Conpany |  Conpany | rates low from niddl e managenent
to the hourly workers and, although the tables do not show it,
Conpany-1 provides the greatest discrepancy between the
notivational procedures utilized at the level of top managenent
and those used at |ower |evels of the organization. Cari ng
and consideration prevail as managenent techniques at the
top; notivation by fear is perceived to prevail at the |ower.
|l evels.  Such notivational discrepancies cannot endure-w thout
eventual negative effects on production. These discrepancies
need to be understood and a program designed to dissolve them
and be replaced with a nore totally positive motivational syster
Company J.  Conpany J has a high rating, due primarily
to the hourly production workers who rate anong the highest in
nost categories. Significant difficulties exist at the various
| evel s of managenent and these difficulties need to be
recogni zed and resolved. Further, unrest also exists anmong
t he professional support workers at a rate greater than
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average. However, the work force at the direct production .

l evels is strong and should sustain the conpany while necessary

changes are made at the managerial and support |evels.



CHAPTER 1V
SUMVARY AND CONCLUSI ONS

One of the nost significant nmotivating factors for worker
is to believe that the conpany nmanagenent is interested in the
i ndi vi dual worker and his problenms- and is wlling to attenpt
to do sonething about them Although a |inited understanding
of workers’ needs may be obtained fromthe research literature
on worker notivation, since workers are unique, the only way
to really understand the workers’ needs in a particular
industry or particular company is to directly ask the individu:

local workers. Further, even the process of attenpting to

determ ne the worker’s needs and problens is notivating, since
it tends to help the worker to feel that the conpany cares
enough to ask him  Those responsible for” initiating this
study, then, have taken a significant first step in inproving
mot i vation
Since notivation in industry is a conplex phenomenon, for

the purpose of this study notivation has been analyzed in ternt
of relationships to some of its various segnents beginning wtt
job satisfaction, the core factor around which all the other

di mensions of the notivational process would evolve. The
factors, in addition to job satisfaction include job conm tnent
and norale, job inportance, working conditions and benefits,
wor kers perceptions of co-workers, promotion, and supervi sor-

wor ker relaticnships.

The body of the report is organized around the aforenentic
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categories and the results are reported accordingly. p4,
the purposes of this sumary, however, an attenpt is nade to
utilize the direct data fromthis study interrelated wth
other research data to present some conclusions and recom
mendations which are ainmed toward devel oping a nore effective
notivational systemat the local shipyard level. thage
conclusions relate mainly to the quantitative data and are
presented, not in ternms of priority inportance, but in
sequential order.

1. Nearly 1,300 enpl oyees, representing all segnments of
personnel at.ten shipyards, were utilized for this study.

Fromthis total sanple, only a small percentage of workers

chose shipbuilding because of a love of the sea, or famly
tradition, or patriotic reasons, put npst workers took a job
at a shipyard primarily because a job was available. there
tends to be no nore romantic worker identification with
obtaining a job in a shipyard than in conparable industries.
2. \Wile recognizing the validity of the above finding;

there is another finding which relates to work pride regarding

both product and process. Nearly all shipyard workers deem
bot h shi pbuilding. as an industry and their own job in the
process of shipbuilding to be essential for the national

def ense, econony and commerce of this country. This product

I dentification has not been sufficiently enphasized at nost

shipyards. Enployee pride related to product is, if effectively
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utilized, an inherent notivator.

3. Current literature tends to indicate that the
industrial worker in America is unhappy with his job. tphe
interviewers for this study expended nost of their interview
time in listening to worker conplaints and negative conments
related to both job and conpany. \Wen a final evaluation
needed .to be nade, however, nobst workers tended to rate their
overall job satisfaction high and, at least at America’'s
shi pyards, had a high level of job identification.

4. Wrker notivation tends to increase when jobs are
designed to provide the worker with what he perceives to be
meani ngful  work. \WWen his job allows the worker to feel
personally responsible for a nmeaningful portion of his work,
and provides results which are perceived as worthwhile to
the individual worker, nmotivation increases. Fyrther, the
job must match the capabilities and skills of the enployee.
.If a job is too frustrating or difficult, or too sinple and
boring, notivation decreases. To effectively match the
enpl oyee to his job requires continual evaluation of each job
and the enployee qualities necessary to fulfill it.

5. Although nost shipyard workers believe their job in
an essential industry to be highly inportant, many believe
that their conmpany’s managenent has no interest in them as
persons, is unaware of what they do, and is oriented to mnachine
rat her than persons.

6. Mst hourly production workers believe that they do
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not influence the conpany in any inportant ways. The fewer

than twenty percent of the workers who believe their influence
I's inportant perceive that influence to cone prinmarily in
the way they performtheir own job. The majority of workers
who believe that they cannot influence the conpany in
inportant ways cited that it was futile to try, that the
conpany didn‘t care or was too big or set in its ways, or
that their low position or lack of know edge prohibited their
I nfl uence.

7. The nost conmon spontaneous conpl ai nt among production
workers which is related to working conditions concerned
I nadequat e schedling, planning, coordinating and conmuni cation
between crafts, shifts and various working groups in the ship-
yard. The second greatest number of conplaints related to
i nadequat e machines, equi pnent-and materials. The third nost
common conpl ai nt concerned sone aspect of the physical working
envi ronment .

8. Safety was the physical factor nost frequently
di scussed by the workers and, although all were concerned with
safety, about as many believed the conmpany, to be safety
conscious and working on inproving safety conditions as believed
the yard to be negligent related to safety. safety was con-
sidered a greater problemto hourly production workers than
any other enployee group.

9. The workers' perceptions of the adequacy of their

wages produced a mixed result. Some workers believed the pay
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to be superior to that in some conparable industries; others
believe their pay to be I ow and not conparable to other
conmpanies or construction workers. \ages tended to be |ess
a problem however, to nost workers than problens already
cited.

10. \Wages becone increasingly notivating when workers

perceive that their pay is directly related to their performance

Otentimes pay is related to non-perfornmance factors such as
job level or seniority and, therefore, conparatively |ess
motivating. Consequently, sone conpanies have elected to use
some incentive systemto tie nore closely production to wages.
Normal | y most incentive systems indicate greater success by
relating to an individual, rather than group, performnance.

The experience of at |east one shipyard suggests some evidence
to the contrary. Although the incentive pay tied to the

i ndividual's work performance has been normally  nost notivating,
more experimentation needs to be done with group incentives
prograns in order to determ ne whether the group incentive,
when effectively organized, may prove additionally pptjvating
due to group identification or group pressures not present in
I ndi vidual incentive plans.

11. If effectively done, neasuring a workers perfornance
can be highly motivating. This neans that an effective job
measurenment systemincluding specific criteria for evaluation
must be available in addition to a feedback system which

provi des the worker with i nmedi at e- knowl edge of results and
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recognition for superior perfornmance.

12.  One of the nost inportant notivational' factors is
the relationship of the worker to his inmediate supervisor.
Al'though it is inpossible to define all of the characteristics
of the "perfect” supervisor, effective |eadership does include
the leader’s sensitivity to those factors which influence the
personal and interpersonal work behavior of group menbers,
the ability to analyze those factors inpairing personal or
group. effectiveness, and the enpathy and consideration necessary
to individual needs which allow the group to keep noving.

13.  The current study indicates that the enpl oyees’
relationship to his imrediate supervisor is a key one, and
for a significant majority, a positive one. Anbng we positive
factors nost frequently nentioned about the workers’ immediate
supervisor include the folloings: his technical conpetence,
fair treatnent, good human rel ationships, helpful, and freedom
to do the job. The negative comments related to the workers’

I medi ate supervisor were fewer and |ess consistent but
included the follow ng: overcritical, shows favoritism

I nadequat e | eader, poor conmunicator, technically inconpetent.
For nost enployees, the relationship with the imediate
supervi sor tends to be better than the workers’ opinion of
and relationship wth higher managenent.

14. Feedback at all levels is essential. An enployee
wll tend to inprove his performance if he has continuing

feedback related to his progress. It is inportant for the
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supervi sor at the upper |evels of managenent to give consistent
feedback related to performance just as it is the supervisor
of the hourly worker. Feedback, both positive and negative,
needs to be clearly understood by both supervisor and worker,
and presented in a manner which notivates constructive short
and | ong-range changes.

15. Some workers are nore notivated when the supervisor
gives them a considerable anount of his time while other
wor kers work best with a mninum of supervisor surveillance.
For exanple, the younger workers tend to need and request
nmore attention and direction fromtheir supervisors than do
the ol der, more experienced workers. In fact, sonetimes the
ol der workers consider the supervisory attention nore of an
interference than a hel p. However, some workers, no matter
their age and experience, need considerable feedback, so that
the useful generalization related to age still nust be
i ndividual l'y appli ed.

16. Positive reinforcenent (commending good perfornance)
is generally considered a superior notivator 'O negative
rei nforcement (reproof for poor performance).  CGenerally the
shipyard industry, at all levels of the organization, enphasize
negative rather than positive reinforcement. SOme conpanies in
I ndustries other than shipbuilding who have attenpted a change
from censure to commendation report inmmediate and, occasionally,
m racul ous positive results.

17« Although positive reinforcement is generally a

superior notivator to negative reinforcenent, sonme enployees,
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nornal |y the nobst conpetent ones, may be notivated by reproof

rather than conmendation, or are self-motivated and aced little

external nmotivation. The principle of reinforcenent, Iike

every notivation technique, nust be applied appropriately

to the unique needs of the individual worker. General Iy
positive reinforcement is the superior notivator but, to be
optimally effective, the supervisor must understand

his workers well enough to discern which notivational technique
work best for each worker.

18. Some enpl oyees are sufficiently notivated by internal
satisfactions which comes from the enployee’'s own realization
that he has done an effective or superior job. Mst workers,
however, in addition to internal satisfaction, also need
external recognition. Merit salary increases, pronotions
and increased responsibility and recognition are conmon and
effective ways to acknow edge deserving performance. g nce
such recognition is not always possible, these nmeans nmay need
to be supplenented by a recognition system which provides
other kinds of rewards or, awards to individuals or groups for
exceptional perfornance.

19¢ Enpl oyees at all levels of the shipyard tend to ha
a high regard for their co-workers, including both technical
conpetence and positive interpersonal relationships. Tpnig
finding was one of the nost consistent and significant results
from the study.

20. Only about one-half of the hourly production workers,
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however, believe that the majority of their co-workers worked

sufficiently hard to do the job although, generally, the
closer the proximity of the worker, the harder he was perceive-(
to work. That is, most workers indicate that they work harder
than their immediate peer, who work harder than workers in
other related departments, who work harder than workers in

most departments more distant from the workers’ station.
21. In comparing production managers to hourly production

workers, the conclusions are as followss production managers
have higher job satisfaction,. enjoy their jobs more, identify
more with the company; have higher morale; perceive that they
have a greater influence at the company; believe that their
problems and recommendations get greater action; zre more
satisfied with wages and benefits with the exception of longer
unpaid working hours; believe safety conditions to be better;
and have a greater desire to be promoted, have a higher
expectation of being promoted, and think more highly of the
promotion process.

22+« Much experimentation has occurred with participative
management or participative decision-makting as a motivational
concept. Most studies, both within and without the ship-
building industry, indicate that participative decision-
making normally results in increased motivation and productivit
of those involved. When the worker participates in making
decisions whic h effect him, he is more likely to be motivated
to make those decisions succeed. The success is greater when

the employees possess high competence and high needs for



4-10
independence and are members of a group that favor Partici-

pation. The quality of the group decisions are enhanced
when the employees have sufficient relative information and
time for discussion, and when employee self-interests do not
conflict with the group interests.

23. Effective communication within a company demands
constant vigilance. Every shipyard represented in this study
suffered from communication problems, some severe. |t may
be impossible to eliminate all problems of communication within
an organization but much can be done to improve communication.
First, there must be a genuine desire to communicate at the
various levels of the organization. Second, communication
must be recognized as multi-dimensional with attention given
to horizontal as well as two-way vertical communication. This
means that effective communication channels need to be found
to transmit information from management to employees and, an
area frequently ignored, from the employees to management.
Formal means of communication, such as company newspapers,
closed-circuit television, employee suggestion systems, attitude
measurement programs and the like, need to be supplemented by
more human contacts of management and workers. This is
difficult in large organizations, but some companies find that
when top management gets out of the confines of their admin-
istrators offices and has direct personal contact with the
workers through plant tours, informal talks, etc. that both

communication and motivation improve.



24. Contrary to certain research hypotheses held prior
to this study which presupposed a | ess than heal thy shipbuildin
industry, the results of this study are encouraging in that
many nore strengths than weaknesses are apparent at nost
shipyards. This does not nean, that serious notivationa
problens do not exist. It does nean that for nobst yards
the strengths portend both the ability and the notivation to
recogni ze weaknesses and attenpt to alleviate them  an attenpt
has been made in this report to crystallize inter-conpany
and intra-conpany. conparisons according to the factors

utilized inthis study. Hopefully these data may be used
as the foundation to devel op prograns at the |ocal yards ained

at perfecting,the notivational processes.
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